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OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR TIM JOHNSON

Eenator JOHNSON. Good morning. This hearing will come to
order.

I welcome everyone to today’s hearing to discuss the President’s
fiscal year 2012 budget request for military construction (MILCON)
and family housing for the Department of Defense (DOD) and the
Department of the Navy.

Our first panel today will be the DOD Comptroller, Bob Hale,
and Dr. Dorothy Robyn, the Deputy Under Secretary for Installa-
tions and Environment.

Secretary Hale, Dr. Robyn, thank you for coming. We look for-
ward to your testimony.

I remind my colleagues that, in order to reserve the majority of
the time for questions, our procedure will be to have opening state-
ments by the chairman and ranking member, followed by opening
statements from the witnesses.

The President’s MILCON and family housing budget requests for
fiscal year 2012 totals $14.8 billion, nearly $4 billion less than last
year’s request. This decrease is due primarily to reduced require-
ment for base realignment and closure (BRAC) funds. I note that
the deadline for BRAC completion is this September, and I hope
that you can give us an update on where we are on completing the
program.
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These are austere times, and I understand that every agency
must tighten its belt. However, I remain concerned about the level
of construction funding for the Guard and Reserve. While I realize
that last year was a high mark for the Army Guard, I note that
all of the Guard and Reserve accounts are down this year, with the
exception of the Air Force Reserve. In the past, the Guard and Re-
serve have benefited from earmarks and congressional plus-ups.
That does not appear to be an option this year.

I know that relocation of marines from Okinawa to Guam re-
mains a top priority for the Department. I know that DOD has
faced many obstacles in getting this effort off the ground. I look for
a progress report on the Guam relocation, as well as other major
challenges facing the Department.

Senator Kirk, would you care to make an opening statement?

STATEMENT OF SENATOR MARK KIRK

Senator KiRK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would.

I would note that our MILCON request of $14.8 billion is down
$4 billion, or 21 percent, from the fiscal year 2011 budget request,
largely due to the near completion of BRAC 2005. The budget re-
quest proposes to reduce Active-Duty MILCON by $1.5 billion, or
12 percent, and to reduce Guard and Reserve construction by 14
percent, to $1.2 billion, compared to the fiscal year 2011 request,
although the Air Force Reserve construction request reflects a 325-
percent increase—that’s returning, actually, to a more normal
level. 'm particularly worried on some of the accounts and the
funding levels, but there are some issues that I would highlight.

I would note that the bill has a request for about $146 million
for the State of Illinois, including in my old congressional district
at Great Lakes—and, great to see that.

Some of the questions that I hope we deal with today is, regard-
ing a future bed-down for two brigade combat teams in Germany,
and whether we will actually fund that, or we will bring one or
both of them home.

There’s no published cost right now for full-tour normalization in
Korea, and I'm particularly worried about the cost of that proposal.
My understanding is, it’s about 54,000 dependents on the penin-
sula, with housing and schools. I would note DOD just sent over
a list of the largest noncombatant evacuation orders in our history,
and the largest one—one that I participated in as a Pentagon staff-
er in July 2006—was for 14,000, and this would be far in excess,
if we ever had to get the people that we would bed down in Korea
out of there quickly.

I'm also worried about—no master plan or releasable total cost
for the facilities in Guam. Now, we did have this old chart which
showed a big bed-down—this is, I think it’s a fiscal year 2009
chart—showing how this thing would be staged in Guam, and
where we would go. I guess the administration hasn’t been able to
update it. But my hope, for Mr. Hale, is you would be able to do
that—to give us, and this subcommittee, some greater clarity over
our Guam adjustments, especially in light of the Fukushima dis-
aster. Would the Japanese have the cash to be able to come
through on their commitments? And we are certainly looking for-
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ward to Secretary of Defense and Secretary of State April 29 meet-
ings as to what they can tell us about that.

I'm concerned on the Guam side that the U.S. military commit-
ment to Guam, which is vast and necessary, in my view, should,
first, include a huge missile defense architecture—because this
thing is going to have one big bullseye on it. And we would want
to—need to protect this investment. Second, the Environmental
Protection Agency now estimates the water and power require-
ments alone for DOD would now total not the original estimate
which I see here, of $300 million, but more like $1.3 billion. And
it would seem that we would need to realign our expenses with
those new estimates.

I'd also like your estimate on the $100 million request for Bah-
rain—a $45 million water development phase and a $55 million
bachelor officer quarters—given the instability in that region and
where we go.

So, with those few, couple of noncontroversial issues, Mr. Chair-
man, I turn it back to you.

Senator JOHNSON. Secretary Hale, Dr. Robyn, thank you again
for appearing before our subcommittee. Your prepared statement
will be placed in the record, so I encourage you to summarize your
remarks to allow more time for questions.

Secretary Hale, please proceed.

SUMMARY STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. HALE

Mr. HALE. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the sub-
committee. And thanks for the opportunity to discuss the MILCON
and facilities portion of the fiscal year 2012 budget. Your support
is essential if we are to provide America’s service men and women
with the infrastructure and facilities that they need to meet our
national security requirements.

To put our MILCON and family housing budgets in perspective,
I'd like to start with just a very brief overview of the overall budg-
et. And then I'll offer some comments from a financial perspective
on some of the issues that have already been raised, and then turn
to Dr. Robyn for more details on the MILCON and family housing.

Mr. Chairman, for DOD as a whole, we're requesting $553 billion
of budget authority for fiscal year 2012. This will equip and sustain
a military at war, and one currently involved in major operations
in Libya and Japan.

We'll devote those requested fiscal year 2012 funds to meeting
three key priorities: First, reaffirming our commitment to take care
of the All-Volunteer Force, which includes a 1.6-percent military
pay raise, family support programs, and substantial healthcare pro-
grams. Second, re-balancing the Department’s capabilities so we
can prevail in current conflicts, including heavy investments in un-
manned aerial vehicles and cyberwarfare activities. And third, en-
hancing our capabilities for conflicts we may face in the future
through substantial investments in tactical aircraft, ships, ground
vehicles, missile defense, and much more.

The budget also seeks efficiencies throughout DOD. We propose
savings of $178 billion through 2016. The Department as a whole
saves $78 billion and uses that to accommodate a reduction in our
top line, which is in support of the administration’s deficit control
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efforts. The military services identified another $100 billion in sav-
ings, and they will retain and invest those savings to meet high
priority warfighter needs.

Some of these efficiencies affect MILCON and facilities. For ex-
ample, the Army chose to make modest reductions in MILCON
funding, while retaining sustainment funding for existing facilities.
The Navy and Air Force generally retained planned MILCON fund-
ing, but they are pursuing a new approach to prioritization they be-
lieve will permit modest reductions in spending for facility
sustainment.

Turning to the MILCON and family housing request, as you
know, it’s $14.8 billion—that’s less than our previous requests over
the last 4 years, as the chairman mentioned, due largely to declin-
ing investments in BRAC, but also because of reductions in global
defense posture and grow-the-force initiatives. Of the $14.8 billion
invested, $12.5 billion is for MILCON, including important new
quality-of-life programs consistent with our first and highest pri-
ority goal to take care of our people. The request includes funding
to begin recapitalizing the Landstuhl hospital—the first stop for
wounded service members—and $550 million to replace or mod-
ernize 15 schools for military dependents. Additionally, our plan
over the next 5 years is to replace or recapitalize more than one-
half of Department of Defense Education Activity (DODEA) schools
over the next few years. Our request also includes $0.6 billion—
$600 million—for BRAC, and another $1.7 billion for family hous-
ing.

In addition to the base budget, we’re asking for $178 billion for
overseas contingency operations, primarily in Afghanistan and
Iraq. No new funds are requested for fiscal year 2012 for MILCON
in the overseas contingency operations budget.

I'd like to say a few words from a comptroller standpoint about
some key programs. First, budgets for MILCON have increased
rapidly in recent years, increasing from $5.1 billion in fiscal year
2000 to $13.1 billion in fiscal year 2012, an average growth of 8.1
percent a year, making MILCON the fastest-growing defense ap-
propriation during this period of time. While this growth by itself
doesn’t suggest cutting back on MILCON funding, all defense
spending will have to be reviewed as we seek to slow the growth
in the overall defense budget.

There are a few items of significant interest. One is BRAC. Most
of the 222 BRAC recommendations have been completed or will be
finished by the statutory deadline of September 15. As a result,
we’re requesting only $600 million to fund BRAC-related caretaker
and environmental restoration activities. While the great majority
will be completed, there are a few recommendations that are at
risk of not meeting the BRAC deadline. We're doing all we can to
complete them within the current BRAC law, but it’s going to be
tight for some of these. They are certainly at risk.

A second issue concerns Guam and the planned relocation of per-
sonnel. We asked for $452 million last year in the fiscal year 2011
budget. That request raised a lot of questions that were posed ear-
lier. More recently, the tragic earthquake and tsunami have raised
new questions. So far, we have not seen a change in Japanese pol-
icy toward the relocation issue, but we are also looking forward to
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the two-plus-two meeting in late April for further discussion of that
issue.

We have asked for, what we view as, a fairly modest amount of
funding—$181 million for fiscal year 2012—for Guam-related, Ma-
rine Corps-related, moves to Guam—for two utility infrastructure
projects. We know that we need to supply more information to the
Congress about the relocation, including some final estimates of
costs, and hope we get more clarity after the two-plus-two meet-
ings. At the same time, and especially in view of the major con-
tributions the Japanese have already made—we have $837 million
of Government of Japan money in our budget or in our bank right
now—we do ask that the Congress support what we view as a fair-
ly modest request for funding for the Marine Corps-related
moves—the $181 million I mentioned.

[The information follows:]

Given the current fiscal environment, the Department continues to conduct anal-
yses and assessments of the necessary infrastructure and associated costs required
for the relocation of marines to Guam. We understand the significant investment
necessary to accomplish this initiative and are committed to ensuring fiscal dis-

cipline throughout the process. I look forward to providing an update when our as-
sessment is complete and opportunities to minimize costs are identified.

Mr. HALE. A third issue involves United States troops in Europe.
We’ve been in consultation with European allies concerning a num-
ber of brigades stationed there, but as of this hearing we have not
reached a final decision. I do expect that decision, and the an-
nouncement of that decision, to be imminent. Until we have a final
decision, we are not requesting in this 5-year plan any MILCON
funds to return any brigade combat teams from Europe to re-sta-
tion them in the United States.

Finally, I need to mention what is the most serious financial
problem facing DOD today, and that’s the lack of an appropriation
for the DOD for fiscal year 2011. We're on our sixth continuing res-
olution, which is causing serious problems. We’ve had to delay
awards of ship and vehicle contracts, which has caused problems
for our vendors and postponed delivery of needed weapons; readi-
ness has been harmed; the Army and the Marine Corps have—tem-
porary civilian hiring freezes. For example, we can’t replace a tank
mechanic when that job becomes open. Our people have been great-
ly affected. The Navy has sought to preserve funding flexibility by
cutting back on the time between issuing travel orders and the
move itself—which puts a strain on military families.

MILCON has not been spared the effects of these continuing res-
olutions. As of March 23, we had 140 approved major MILCON
projects, totaling $3.1 billion, that have been placed on hold. We're
ready to make the awards to contractors, but we can’t do that
under a continuing resolution. We're delaying everything from
maintenance hangars to barracks—22 of those projects are quality-
of-life initiatives. And it will be difficult for an already understaffed
contracting workforce to catch up once the Congress acts on an ap-
propriation. I fear the continuing resolutions have already led to
substantial inefficiencies—I know they have. And this problem will
grow rapidly if we remain on continuing resolutions. And I might
add, it will be much worse if we go through a Government shut-
down of any substantial length.



6

Secretary Gates has called the continuing resolution a crisis at
our doorstep. I couldn’t agree more. To put it simply, DOD and the
other Government agencies need an appropriation for fiscal year
2011, and we ask your help in achieving that goal.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, I believe the fiscal year 2012 budg-
et request is prudent, given the needs of the armed forces and the
economic situation in which we find ourselves. The budget requests
a reasonable and responsible MILCON and family housing program
in our view, and I urge your support.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Let me end by thanking you and the members of the sub-
committee for the strong support of the men and women of the U.S.
military.

That concludes my statement. And after Dr. Robyn finishes, I'll
be glad to join in answering questions. Thank you.

[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT F. HALE

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to
discuss the military construction (MILCON) and facilities portions of the fiscal year
2012 budget for the Department of Defense (DOD).

Your continued support is essential if America’s All-Volunteer Force is to have the
infrastructure and facilities it needs to ensure the national security of the United
States and to carry out required missions around the world.

To put the MILCON and family housing requests into context, I would like to pro-
vide a brief overview of the President’s budget for the entire Department. Then I
will highlight a few key financial issues related to facilities. My colleague, Dr. Doro-
thy Robyn, Deputy Under Secretary for Installations and Environment, will follow
with the details on the MILCON program.

BASE BUDGET REQUEST

Mr. Chairman, the Department’s budget for fiscal year 2012 requests $553.1 bil-
lion in discretionary budget authority. This represents a real increase of 3.6 percent
over the levels of the present continuing resolution, and about 1.5-percent real
growth over the omnibus defense bill that was marked up by the Congress last De-
cember.

The budget reflects the administration’s commitment to the defense budget that
is needed to equip and sustain a military at war. Before making this proposal, the
President carefully balanced our national security needs with our economic security,
taking into account the Federal deficit.

The budget for fiscal year 2012 also continues the reform agenda that Secretary
Gates launched in fiscal year 2010. This year’s budget places greater focus on re-
forms of DOD’s organization and business processes.

More specifically, the fiscal year 2012 budget continues and reinforces key prior-
ities laid down by Secretary Gates for the Department:

—One, it reaffirms our commitment to take care of the All-Volunteer Force, which
we consider our greatest strategic asset. We propose a 1.6-percent military pay
raise, $8.3 billion for family support programs, and $52.5 billion for military
healthcare;

—Two, the fiscal year 2012 base budget continues the rebalancing of the Depart-
ment’s capabilities in order to improve our ability to prevail in current conflicts,
such as the unconventional war in Afghanistan. To that end we plan to invest
$4.8 billion to purchase unmanned aerial vehicles and $2.3 billion for cyber ac-
tivities;

—Finally, our budget maintains and enhances our capabilities for the conflicts we
may face in the future. Included are a restructured but substantial Joint Strike
Fighter program, a new tanker program, an aggressive shipbuilding program,
and a new ground combat vehicle.

This budget also seeks to make the most of taxpayer resources by introducing effi-

ciencies across the Department. Specifically, we are proposing savings of $178 bil-
lion for the Future Years Defense Program, which encompasses the period from fis-



7

cal year 2012 through fiscal year 2016. The armed services have identified savings
of $100 billion, most of which they will retain and reinvest in higher priorities to
support the warfighter. The Department as a whole has identified $78 billion in sav-
ings to accommodate a topline reduction over the same 5-year period. This topline
reduction supports the President’s program to hold down the Federal deficit.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND FAMILY HOUSING

The MILCON and family housing portion of this budget supports these objectives.
We are asking for $14.8 billion for MILCON and family housing. The fiscal year
2012 MILCON request is significantly less than it was in the previous 4 years due
to declining investments in base realignment and closure (BRAC), as well as reduc-
tions in Global Defense Posture and Grow-the-Force initiatives.

Of the $14.8 billion requested, $12.5 billion is for MILCON, including $1.9 billion
for 41 new barracks, six new physical fitness centers, four new child development
centers, and four chapels. The request also includes funding to begin recapitalizing
the Landstuhl hospital, which is the first stop for evacuated wounded
servicemembers, and $550 million to replace or modernize 15 DOD Education Activ-
ity (DODEA) schools to serve military dependents. Our plan is to replace or recapi-
talize more than one-half of the 194 DODEA schools over the next few years.

In addition, the fiscal year 2012 budget includes $0.6 billion for BRAC-related en-
vironmental clean-up and caretaker costs and $1.7 billion to fund construction, oper-
ation, and maintenance of Government-owned family housing worldwide. This in-
vestment will help to provide quality, affordable housing to U.S. military personnel
and their families.

REQUEST FOR OVERSEAS CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS

Besides the base-budget request for DOD, the President has requested $117.8 bil-
lion to fund overseas contingency operations, mainly in Afghanistan and Iraq. This
amount is $41.5 billion less than was requested in fiscal year 2011, primarily be-
cause of declines in overseas contingency operations funding as we transition to a
civilian operation in Iraq.

No new funds are requested for MILCON in the fiscal year 2012 budget. The
MILCON request last year was $1.2 billion and included funding for troop housing
in Afghanistan, as well as operational and support facilities.

I would point out that the fiscal year 2012 overseas contingency operations budget
does include $524 million for the Office of Security Cooperation-Iraq (OSC-I). The
OSC-I, which will be funded jointly by the Departments of State and Defense, will
execute our Foreign Military Sales program in Iraq. OSC-I will help to ensure the
continuation of military-to-military relationships that advise, train, and assist Iraqg’s
security forces. In order to provide timely assistance and enable the transition to
a civilian-led mission in Iraq, we need to begin funding OSC-I initiatives in fiscal
year 2011 and continue to support the OSC-I requested funds in fiscal year 2012.
DOD needs legislative authority (which includes authority to construct and renovate
facilities) to provide this assistance. We ask the Congress to include that in the
DOD appropriation bill for fiscal year 2011 and to sustain the authority in fiscal
year 2012.

TRENDS AND SPECIFIC ISSUES

Last, I would like to say a few words from the Comptroller’s standpoint about sev-
eral specific MILCON programs that Dr. Robyn will describe shortly.

Budgets for the MILCON appropriation have grown rapidly in recent years, rising
from $5.1 billion in fiscal year 2000 to $13.1 billion in the fiscal year 2012 budget.
Growth has averaged 8.1 percent a year over this period, making MILCON the fast-
est growing of all defense appropriations over this stretch of years. Rapid growth
does not by itself suggest that we should slow the growth or reduce MILCON fund-
ing. But, as overall growth in the defense budget slows, MILCON will need to be
examined carefully. Indeed, the Congress has already begun reducing MILCON re-
quests in markups of the fiscal year 2011 budget.

As defense budgets tighten, we need to be sure that we are investing every
MILCON dollar wisely and that we have sought efficiencies and streamlining wher-
ever possible. As we formulated the fiscal year 2012 budget, we considered several
issues that bear on these goals.

One is BRAC. As I mentioned already, most of the 222 BRAC projects have been
completed or will be finished by the statutory deadline of September 15, 2011. As
a result, our MILCON request for fiscal year 2012 includes only $0.6 billion to fund
BRAC-related caretaker and environmental restoration expenses. The great majority
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of projects will be completed on time. We are experiencing delays on a handful of
projects, but we will do all that we can to comply with the current law.

A second issue concerns Guam and the planned relocation of personnel and de-
pendents of the Third Marine Expeditionary Force now in Okinawa. The fiscal year
2011 MILCON request included $452 million for related costs. That request has
raised various congressional concerns about the viability of the move and our agree-
ments with the Japanese Government. More recently, the earthquake and tsunami
in Japan have raised a number of new questions. At present, the relocation plan
remains in effect. We are requesting modest funding for the move-related MILCON
budget for fiscal year 2012—specifically, $181 million to fund two utility infrastruc-
ture projects that will support future construction on Guam. We understand that
we need to provide the Congress with more information about the relocation. At the
same time, and especially in view of substantial Japanese contributions to the
Guam relocation, we ask for congressional support of the relatively modest fiscal
year 2012 funding request for this initiative.

A third issue that has yet to be resolved involves United States troops in Europe.
In view of the NATO strategic review and overall United States capabilities in Eu-
rope, we have been in ongoing consultations with our European allies and partners
concerning the number of Army brigades stationed there. But we have not reached
a final decision. Pending a final decision, our fiscal year 2012 budget does not re-
quest any MILCON funds to return brigade combat teams from Europe.

I should add that facilities funding and all costs for business operations were ex-
amined closely as we sought efficiencies during formulation of this year’s budget.
The Army chose to make some modest reductions in MILCON funding by sustaining
existing facilities. The Navy and Air Force generally sustained their MILCON fund-
ing but elected to pursue a new approach to prioritization that they believe will per-
mit modest reductions in spending for facilities sustainment.

FISCAL YEAR 2011 CONTINUING RESOLUTION—A CRISIS AT OUR DOORSTEP

Finally, I cannot fail to mention the most serious financial issue we face today:
the lack of an appropriation for the DOD for fiscal year 2011. The continuing resolu-
tions under which we have been operating are causing serious problems and gener-
ating substantial inefficiencies. We have had to delay awards of ship and vehicle
contracts, causing problems for vendors and postponing delivery of weapons needed
by our troops. Readiness has been harmed because of maintenance delays and hir-
ing freezes that prevent DOD from replacing needed personnel. Our people have
been hurt as, for example, the Navy has sought to preserve funding flexibility by
cutting back on the time between issuing travel orders and the move itself.

MILCON has not been spared during these continuing resolutions. As of March
23, 2011, 140 needed projects totaling $3.1 billion have been placed on hold. We are
delaying everything from maintenance hangars to barracks, and it will be difficult
for an already understaffed contracting workforce to catch up once the Congress acts
on an appropriation. I fear that the continuing resolutions will engender substantial
inefficiencies.

Secretary Gates has called the continuing resolution a crisis at our doorstep, and
as the Department’s comptroller I couldn’t agree more. To put it simply, DOD and
the other Government agencies need an appropriation, and we ask your help in
achieving that goal.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I believe that the fiscal year 2012 budget is prudent, given the
needs of the armed forces and the economic situation in which we find ourselves.
The budget supports a reasonable and responsible MILCON and family housing pro-
gram. I urge your support for this request.

Again, Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the members of the subcommittee
for your strong support of the men and women of the DOD. That concludes my
statement. After Dr. Robyn completes her statement, we will both be glad to answer
your questions.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Secretary Hale.
Dr. Robyn.
SUMMARY STATEMENT OF DR. DOROTHY ROBYN

Dr. RoBYN. Thank you, Chairman Johnson, Ranking Member
Kirk, members of the subcommittee. Thank you for the opportunity
to testify on the President’s budget request for MILCON.
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

I want to talk briefly about three areas—MILCON, BRAC, and
then installation energy.

Bob has really covered very well most of the points that I was
going to make in my opening statement. I have a much longer writ-
ten statement on MILCON. We're targeting three key areas that
he’s highlighted—operational requirements, recapitalization of our
DODEA schools, both here and overseas. This is a 6-year, $4 billion
effort to rebuild or recapitalize 134 schools and, in the process,
make them models of energy efficiency and the kind of technology
that really stimulates student learning. And then, the third target
area is medical infrastructure—$1.1 billion to upgrade our medical
infrastructure.

Let me just briefly mention two other points under MILCON. I
want to note that we’re requesting only $1.7 billion for family hous-
ing, and that’s largely for family housing on our bases overseas. A
decade ago if I had been testifying on our budget, the amount re-
quested for family housing would have been much closer to the
amount requested for MILCON.

The reason the number is so low for family housing is the tre-
mendous success of privatized housing. We now provide very, very
high quality housing for our families on U.S. bases using private
developers. They have an incentive to build it right, to maintain it.
They have to compete in order to attract and retain tenants, be-
cause service members can go elsewhere. It is the most successful
effort to improve quality of life that I am certain that my office has
been associated with. And we were a major champion of it in the
face of a lot of resistance. So, I take every opportunity to plug that.

And finally, let me underscore Bob’s comments on Guam. We are
very aware of the information that you want and that, we are re-
looking at costs and timelines. But we’re limiting our requests this
year to two infrastructure projects totaling $181 million, one of
which we would be doing in any event. It involves Anderson Air
Force Base. Given the substantial contribution that the Japanese
Government has already made to the Guam relocation, we are ask-
ing for your support of the relatively modest fiscal year 2012 fund-
ing that we’re requesting.

BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE

Second, with respect to BRAC, as Bob said, we’re in the final
year of implementing BRAC 2005, with all 222 recommendations
required to be completed by September 15. We are facing chal-
lenges in about five or six actions. We're working diligently to en-
sure that we satisfy our legal obligations. Once implementation is
completed, we will realize an estimated $4 billion a year in savings.
So, this will be the biggest, BRAC, both in terms of what, cost up
front, but also in terms of the savings.

One particular concern—and I know it’s one this subcommittee
has monitored closely—is the impact of BRAC on communities that
are gaining as opposed to losing troops and facilities. And a key
issue here is the impact on local congestion—local transportation
networks. Last year your bill directed the National Academies of
Science to study the effect of BRAC on local transportation net-



10

works, and we worked with the Academy to do that study. It’s a
very good study. It focuses on the Defense Access Roads (DAR) pro-
gram, and the need to revise the criteria for funding under the
DAR program. We are doing that. It will take us some time, but
I guarantee you, it will represent a change in policy under the DAR
program, and it will make it easier for us to mitigate adverse traf-
fic impacts caused by the Department’s actions, particularly in
highly congested urban areas.

The final BRAC point I would like to make has to do with joint
basing—the consolidation of 26 installations into 12 joint bases—
something that could not have been done without the forcing mech-
anism of BRAC. This process, which my office has overseen, has
been very, very difficult. It is hard to get an Air Force base and
an Army base to, in effect, merge. It’s like a corporate merger, and
as with a corporate merger, the cultural differences are the hardest
to overcome. But we're succeeding. We are getting the predictable
consolidation benefits—economies of scale. But we’re seeing some-
thing unexpected, and that is that these joint base commanders,
faced with these parallel and often conflicting service requirements,
are out of necessity, coming up with cross-cutting, very innovative
business processes—approaches that we can leverage throughout
the entire Department. So, joint bases are becoming incubators for
innovation. And, I don’t think anybody anticipated that. It makes
sense when you think about it. It’s a happy result of joint basing.

INSTALLATION ENERGY

Finally, let me speak briefly about what we’re doing about instal-
lation energy. The energy we use on our installations is important
for two reasons. One is mission assurance. Our installations sup-
port combat operations more directly than ever before. We pilot un-
manned aerial vehicles (UAVs), perform intelligence analysis, and
even deploy long-range bombers from our domestic permanent in-
stallations. These bases, in turn, rely on an electricity grid that ex-
perts tell us is vulnerable to major disruption due to natural or
manmade causes. That’s a concern.

The second reason energy is important to the Department is cost.
We have more than 300,000 buildings—$2.2 billion square feet of
space. That’s 12 times as much as GSA, 3 times as much as
Walmart. Our energy bill just for installations is correspondingly
large—$4 billion a year. With an eye toward lowering that energy
bill and improving the energy security of our installations, we're
pursuing a multifaceted strategy—we’re using our MILCON and
our sustainment budgets, supplemented by third-party financing,
to drive the effort to make our buildings more energy efficient.
We're taking steps to make our installations more secure in the
event of a major disruption to the grid—renewable energy is crit-
ical here, as is investment in microgrid technology.

And finally, we are using our installations as a virtual test bed
to demonstrate next generation energy technology—technology that
can dramatically reduce our energy performance, but that faces
major hurdles to commercialization because of the nature of the
building and energy industry. For those technologies that prove ef-
fective in these test bed demonstrations, we can use the substantial
demand by our installations to help create a market, much as the
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Defense Department has done historically with computers, GPS,
the Internet and many other things.

These efforts to green military installations are good for the envi-
ronment, to be sure. But that’s not the main reason we’re pursuing
them. The main reason is cost-savings and mission assurance.
These are smart investments for the Department, and they will pay
for themselves many times over.

PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you again for the opportunity. I look forward to your ques-
tions.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. DOROTHY ROBYN

Chairman Johnson, Senator Kirk, and distinguished members of the sub-
committee: Thank you for the opportunity to present the President’s fiscal year 2012
budget request for the Department of Defense (DOD) programs to support installa-
tions, installations energy, and the environment.

Installations are the military’s infrastructure backbone—the platform from which
our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and marines accomplish their missions. Installations
have long supported the maintenance and deployment of weapons systems and the
training and mobilization of combat forces. Increasingly, they have an even more di-
rect link to the warfighter, by providing “reachback” support for combat operations.
Our installations are also becoming more important as a staging platform for home-
land defense missions.

Installations affect not just our mission effectiveness but the very quality of life
that our servicemembers and their families enjoy. Families’ satisfaction with the
most critical services they receive—housing, healthcare, childcare, on-base edu-
cation—is linked to the quality and condition of our buildings and facilities.

My testimony addresses four key topics:

—First, international and domestic basing decisions, including the buildup of ma-

rines in Guam and the 2005 base realignment and closure (BRAC) process;

—Second, the Department’s management of the built environment, including the

programs that support MILCON, family housing, and sustainment and recapi-
talization;

—Third, our strategy for improving the energy efficiency and energy security of

our installations; and

—Fourth, our programs for protecting the natural environment.

THE GLOBAL PICTURE: INTERNATIONAL AND DOMESTIC BASING

Global Basing

To project power globally, the Department must have the right mix of military
forces and facility infrastructure at strategic locations. My office supports the De-
partment’s strategic security objectives by ensuring that decisions about inter-
national basing of troops and facilities are the product of joint planning and rigorous
analysis. We also seek to leverage existing infrastructure wherever possible. As ex-
amples, we are assisting the services with planning for the U.S. Forces Korea trans-
formation initiatives, the recapitalization and consolidation of the Landstuhl Re-
gional Medical Center in Germany, and the relocation of thousands of marines and
their families from Okinawa to Guam.

Rebasing Marines From Okinawa to Guam

The realignment of marines from Okinawa to Guam represents a major change
in our force posture in Asia. It is designed to further several strategic goals. First,
it will strengthen our alliance with Japan by relieving longstanding pressures asso-
ciated with our presence in Okinawa. Second, it will ensure the long-term presence
of United States forces in Japan and the Western Pacific. Third, by making better
use of Guam’s strategic advantages, it will more effectively array United States
forces to deal with the complex and evolving security environment in Asia.

The United States is unlikely to get another opportunity to craft a strategic re-
alignment that both enhances our regional force posture and incorporates substan-
tial funding from a key ally—in this case, the Government of Japan, which has
pledged more than $6 billion. As a testament to its commitment to the realignment
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plan, Japan has already provided $834 million in direct funding for construction and
has another $582 million in its current budget, $415 million of which will go to im-
prove Guam’s utilities infrastructure.

The President’s fiscal year 2012 budget request includes $181 million for construc-
tion projects to support the marines relocation to Guam. Our request includes an-
other $33 million for projects to address the socioeconomic impact of the buildup,
including a repository for the preservation of artifacts unearthed during MILCON
as required by the National Historic Preservation Act. Recognizing that the strategic
value of the buildup warrants a “whole-of-government” approach, the fiscal year
2012 budget request also includes $34 million in commitments from other Federal
agencies. These projects will yield long-term benefits for U.S. military forces as well
as help mitigate the impact of the marked increase in Guam’s population that a
major MILCON program and the subsequent realignment will produce. They will
also demonstrate our commitment to working with the Government of Guam, whose
support for the relocation is key. As one indication, Guam last month signed the
“Programmatic Agreement” required under the National Historic Preservation Act,
which paves the way for MILCON by establishing protocols for the preservation of
artifacts that we uncover.

The movement of marines from Okinawa to Guam gives us a rare opportunity to
build an installation from the ground up. We intend to take full advantage of this
opportunity, using contemporary urban planning techniques to avoid sprawl and
minimize land use. We will also integrate modern energy technology and sustain-
ability practices to create an enduring base that meets our current and future re-
quirements while minimizing impact on the local community and the island’s nat-
ural resources.

Domestic Basing: Base Realignment and Closure

Turning to domestic basing, we are in the final year of implementation of BRAC
2005, with all 222 recommendations required to be completed by September 15.
While the Department is facing challenges to meeting that schedule in a few cases,
we are working diligently to ensure that we satisfy our legal obligations. Once im-
plementation is completed, we expect to realize an estimated $4 billion in annual
savings.

While our investments are creating economic opportunities for communities expe-
riencing growth as a result of BRAC, some of those communities feel that the De-
partment has ignored potential adverse effects. One particular concern is the impact
of growth on local transportation networks. Although we have the authority to miti-
gate transportation impacts of BRAC through the Defense Access Road (DAR) pro-
gram, we have been criticized for defining those impacts too narrowly. In response
to congressional direction, the National Academy of Sciences studied the effects of
BRAC on local transportation, and we plan to revise the DAR funding criteria based
on the findings of this recently completed study. This revision will make it easier
for us to mitigate adverse traffic impacts caused by the Department’s actions, par-
ticularly in congested urban areas.

A significant action under BRAC 2005 that my office has championed is the con-
solidation of 26 installations into 12 joint bases. Joint bases represent a funda-
mental change in our approach to installation management. Predictably, we are be-
ginning to realize efficiencies from this initiative, many of them the result of econo-
mies of scale. For example, consolidating all recycling operations at Joint Base
McGuire-Dix-Lakehurst saved $1 million in facility and equipment requirements
and reduced overall contract costs by $200,000 annually. Far more important, how-
ever, is that our joint base commanders—faced with parallel and often-conflicting
service rules and requirements—are successfully implementing new, cross-cutting
business processes. This ability to transcend traditional practices and develop inno-
vative solutions to longstanding inefficiencies is key to positioning ourselves for fu-
ture, Department-wide reforms.

I had the opportunity to meet personally with most of the joint base commanders
in February at our program management review. I am excited about the prospects
for using joint bases as “incubators for innovation,” as one joint base commander
put it. I also continue to be encouraged by their can-do attitude and dedication to
providing the highest quality service, not only in support of the military missions
on their sites, but to servicemembers and their families as well.

Finally, one of the key tools for disposing of property under BRAC is the economic
development conveyance (EDC), which was created in 1994 to promote the rapid
transfer of BRAC property for job-creating economic development. In recent years,
EDC conveyances have been delayed by complicated negotiations over the value of
one-of-a-kind parcels of property. As negotiations dragged on, the Department paid
for property maintenance and the community was unable to redevelop the property
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and create jobs. Last year, the Congress amended the statutory authority under-
lying EDCs to remove the requirement that the Department seek to obtain fair mar-
ket value for an EDC. The amended law also provides explicit authority for the De-
partment to use flexible tools for determination of “consideration” (payment), such
as so-called “backend” financing. We are finalizing a regulation that will implement
these much-needed amendments to the EDC law, and we hope to issue it soon. Our
goal is to simplify and accelerate the EDC process by allowing both communities
and the Department to share in the success of redevelopment efforts.

MANAGING OUR BUILT ENVIRONMENT

The President’s fiscal year 2012 budget requests $14.8 billion for military con-
struction (MILCON) and family housing—a decrease of approximately $4 billion
from the fiscal year 2011 requested level. This decrease primarily reflects the de-
cline in investment needed as we approach the end of BRAC 2005.

MILCON AND FAMILY HOUSING BUDGET REQUEST, FISCAL YEAR 2012 VS. FISCAL YEAR 2011

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2011 | Fiscal year 2012 |  Change from fiscal year 2011
request request Funding Percentage

Military Construction $13,705.7 $12,006.4 —$1,699.3 —12
Base Realignment and Closure IV ......cccoooevvveevriennnes 360.5 323.5 —-37.0 —10
Base Realignment and Closure 2005 2,354.3 258.8 —2,095.5 -89
Family Housing Construction/Improvements 356.8 373.7 +16.9 +5
Family Housing Operations & Maintenance 1,448.7 1,318.2 —130.5 -9
Family Housing Improvement Fund ... 1.1 2.2 +1.1 +100
Homeowners Assistance Program 16.5 1.3 —15.2 —-92
Chemical Demilitarization .............. 125.0 75.3 —49.7 —40
Energy Conservation Investment Program 120.0 135.0 +15.0 +13
NATO Security Investment Program 258.9 272.6 +13.7 +5

Total 18,747.5 14,767.0 —3,980.5 -21

Military Construction

We are requesting $12.5 billion for “pure” MILCON—i.e., exclusive of BRAC and
family housing. This request addresses routine needs for construction at enduring
U.S. and overseas installations and for specific programs such as the NATO Secu-
rity Investment Program and the Energy Conservation Investment Program. In ad-
dition, we are targeting MILCON funds in three key areas.

First, and most important, we are supporting operational mission requirements.
MILCON is key to initiatives such as Grow the Force and the Global Defense Pos-
ture Realignment, as well as to the fielding of modernized and transformational
weapon systems such as the F-22, the F-35, and the MQ-9. Our budget request
also includes a range of mission support facilities—for Special Operations Forces,
Guard, and Reserve units, and the Army’s transformation into a brigade-centric,
modular force.

Second, the President’s budget request supports the continued recapitalization of
our DOD-dependent schools here in the United States and overseas. We are now in
the second year of a 6-year plan to repair or replace all 134 schools that were in
poor or failing physical condition. The fiscal year 2012 budget request includes $550
million to recapitalize 15 of these schools.

Third, the fiscal year 2012 budget request includes more than $1.1 billion to up-
grade our medical infrastructure. By modernizing our hospitals and related facili-
ties, we can improve healthcare delivery for our servicemembers and their families,
and enhance our efforts to recruit and retain personnel. Our budget addresses
projects that directly affect patient care by improving and expanding existing facili-
ties, and providing additional capacity to support Grow the Army. It also allows us
to continue improving the medical research facilities that support vital chemical-bio-
logical defense efforts.

Facilities Sustainment and Recapitalization

In addition to investing in new construction, we must maintain, repair, and re-
capitalize our existing facilities. The Department’s sustainment and recapitalization
programs strive to keep our inventory of facilities mission capable and in good work-
ing order. The fiscal year 2012 budget request includes $8.8 billion for sustainment
and $9 billion for recapitalization (restoration and modernization) of our facilities.
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Sustainment represents the Department’s single most important investment in
the health of its facilities. It includes regularly scheduled maintenance and repair
or replacement of facility components—the periodic, predictable investments an
owner should make across the service life of a facility to slow its deterioration and
optimize the owner’s investment.

SUSTAINMENT AND RECAPITALIZATION BUDGET REQUEST, FISCAL YEAR 2012 VS. FISCAL YEAR
2011

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2011 | Fiscal year 2012 Change from fiscal year 2011
request request Funding Percentage
Sustainment (0&M & MILPERS) ......ooovcoovveeerrcserrc $9,042 $8,835 —$207 -2
Recapitalization (0&M, MILCON, MILPERS, RDT&E) ... 4,583 9,031 +4,448 +97
Total 13,625 17,866 +4.241 +31

We use a facilities sustainment model (FSM) based on industry benchmarks to es-
timate the annual cost of regularly scheduled maintenance and repair for different
types of facilities. Our policy calls for the services to fund sustainment at no less
than 90 percent of the FSM-generated estimate. For fiscal year 2012, however, the
Navy and Air Force have opted to take risk, funding sustainment at only the 80
percent level.l As a result, our fiscal year 2012 budget request funds sustainment
DOD-wide at only 86 percent of the FSM-generated estimate.

Recapitalization (restoration and modernization) serves to keep the inventory of
facilities modern and relevant, extend the service life of individual facilities, and re-
store capability lost due to man-made or natural causes. Compared with
sustainment, recapitalization needs are harder to forecast because they are a func-
tion of change—in functional standards (e.g., a new requirement for the configura-
tion of enlisted housing rooms), in available technology (e.g., new lighting fixtures
and next-generation boilers) and even in the mission that the facility supports. The
fiscal year 2012 budget requests $9 billion for recapitalization—$4.4 billion more
than the fiscal year 2011 request. This reflects an increased emphasis by the Army
and Air Force on upgrading their existing facilities.

Finally, demolition (including deconstruction to recycle and reuse building parts)
is an important tool in any recapitalization effort. Our fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quests $409 million to eliminate more than 17 million square feet of facilities—a
demonstration of our commitment to demolish what we no longer need or cannot
economically repair.

Family and Unaccompanied Housing

Housing is key to quality of life—in the military no less than in the civilian world.
The fiscal year 2012 budget requests $1.7 billion for family housing, which supports
our goal of having 90 percent of family housing in good or fair condition starting
in fiscal year 2012.

The services have relied largely on privatization to address a dual problem: tradi-
tionally, much of the military-owned family housing was in poor condition, and mili-
tary families often could not find affordable rental housing in the local economy. In
my view, privatization of family housing—where the services partner with the pri-
vate sector to generate housing built to market standards—is the single most effec-
tive reform my office has carried out. First, it is extremely cost-effective; with an
investment of only $2.7 billion, the services have generated $27 billion in privatized
housing—a 10:1 leverage ratio. Moreover, the private owners are responsible for
maintenance and operation, including necessary recapitalization, for the full 50
years of the project. Second, the housing is of high quality; most of it is more appeal-
ing to young families than what the MILCON process would produce. Finally, the
private owners have a strong incentive to maintain the housing because they need
to be able to attract and retain military tenants.

1The Navy and Air Force believe they can manage this risk by prioritizing their sustainment
needs. However, the recent flooding of the U.S. Strategic Command headquarters demonstrates
how difficult it is to do this: the flooding was due in part to a history of insufficient preventive
maintenance at what is a mission-critical facility.
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FAMILY HOUSING BUDGET REQUEST, FISCAL YEAR 2012 VS. FISCAL YEAR 2011

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2011 | Fiscal year 2012 |  Change from fiscal year 2011
request request Funding Percentage
Family Housing Construction/Improvements $356.8 $373.7 $16.9 +5
Family Housing Operations & Maintenance 1,448.7 1,318.2 —130.5 -9
Family Housing Improvement Fund ... 1.1 2.2 +1.1 +100
Homeowners Assistance Program 16.5 1.3 —15.2 —-92
Total 1,823.1 1,695.4 —121.7 -7

For Government-owned family housing, the fiscal year 2012 budget requests $374
million to replace or improve 2,412 units at U.S. bases and enduring locations over-
seas. We are requesting an additional $1.3 billion to operate and maintain 42,000
units worldwide.

The Department is committed to improving housing for its unaccompanied
servicemembers as well. In past years, we have made sizable investments in this
area to support initiatives such as BRAC, global restationing, force structure mod-
ernization, and Homeport Ashore, a Navy program to move sailors from their ships
to shore-based housing. The fiscal year 2012 budget request includes about $1.7 bil-
lion for construction of new and replacement projects for nearly 15,000 unaccom-
panied servicemembers.

As the Department nears the goal it set for new construction of unaccompanied
housing, we are shifting the focus to long-term sustainment of the modernized in-
ventory. My office has worked closely with the Comptroller to establish quality
standards and performance goals for sustainment of unaccompanied housing. In this
year’s budget process, we instituted a key performance goal: 90 percent of unaccom-
panied housing should be in good or fair condition by the end of fiscal year 2017.

MANAGING OUR ENERGY USE

The performance of an installation is increasingly linked to its management and
use of energy. Installation, or facilities, energy is important for two reasons. First,
it represents a significant cost. In 2010, DOD spent $4 billion, or 26 percent of the
Department’s energy bill, on facilities energy. Second, facilities energy is key to mis-
sion assurance. According to the Defense Science Board, DOD’s reliance on a fragile
grid to deliver electricity to its bases places critical missions at risk.2 Most installa-
tions cannot manage their demand for and supply of power and are thus vulnerable
to intermittent and/or prolonged power disruption due to natural and manmade dis-
asters.

The Department has three interrelated goals with respect to facilities energy:

—Reduce energy usage and intensity;

—Increase renewable and onsite (distributed) energy generation; and

—Improve energy security.

Our strategy directly reflects those goals. First, and most important, we are re-
ducing the demand for traditional energy through conservation and energy effi-
ciency. The Department spends almost $§eg8 billion a year to sustain, restore, and
modernize our existing facilities. As part of this process, we are retrofitting our
buildings with energy efficient components and systems, such as improved lighting,
high-efficiency HVAC systems, double-pane windows, energy management control
systems and new roofs. As well as relying on their own budgets, the services are
using third-party financing, such as energy savings performance contracts, to pur-
sue facility sustainment and recapitalization projects.

In addition to retrofitting existing buildings, we are taking advantage of new con-
struction to incorporate more energy-efficient designs, material, and equipment into
our inventory. All new construction must meet the Leadership in Energy and Envi-
ronmental Design (LEED) Silver standard and/or the five principles of high-perform-
ance sustainable buildings. In either case, new construction must exceed the energy
efficiency standard set by the American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-
Conditioning Engineers by at least 30 percent.

Second, the Department is increasing the supply of renewable and alternative en-
ergy on our installations. Our installations are well situated to support solar, wind,

2“More Fight—Less Fuel,” Report of the Defense Science Board Task Force on DOD Energy
Strategy, February 2008.
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geothermal, and other forms of renewable energy. The geothermal plant at Naval
Weapons Center China Lake in California provides 270 MWs of power to the State’s
electrical grid—enough to supply a small city; and Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada
has the second largest solar array in North America. Although opportunities for util-
ity-scale solar may be limited (one impediment is the lack of water), the roofs of
our buildings represent a major resource. For example, in Hawaii, the 5,900 units
of privatized Army family housing feature rooftop photovoltaic (PV) solar panels,
making this the world’s largest residential PV project. As a matter of policy, the
Navy and the Marine Corps now require that all new roofs and roof replacements
incorporate solar panels or some other green feature. Although the services are
using their own budgets for smaller renewable projects, most large projects are pri-
vately financed.

Third, we are striving to improve the energy security of our installations, with an
emphasis on the risk from potential disruptions to the commercial grid. The Depart-
ment is participating in interagency discussions on the magnitude of the threat to
the grid and how best to mitigate it. Closer to home, we are looking at how to en-
sure that we have the energy needed to maintain critical operations in the face of
a major disruption. As required by the National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA),
the Department recently gave the Congress a preliminary plan for identifying and
addressing areas in which electricity needed to carry out critical military missions
on DOD installations is vulnerable to disruption. The development of renewable and
alternative energy sources on base will be one element of this effort: in combination
with other investments such as smart microgrid technology, renewable and onsite
energy sources can help installations carry out mission-critical activities and sup-
port restoration of the grid in the event of disruption.

As DOD strives to improve its energy efficiency and security, accurate, real-time
information about energy use is essential. To borrow the oft-used phrase, you can’t
manage what you can’t measure. My office is developing policy guidance that will
require the services to meter a larger share of their energy consumption. We are
also leading the effort to develop a DOD-wide energy information management sys-
tem. Leading firms such as Wal-Mart have such a system, and so should DOD. To-
ward that end, we have defined a standard set of energy information management
requirements and are assessing which information management technologies (future
and current) will best support them.

Although the Department is steadily improving its installation energy perform-
ance, we have failed to meet key statutory and regulatory goals for the last 2 years.
We fell well short of the 2010 goal for energy intensity (15-percent reduction relative
to 2003) largely because of the Army’s performance. On another key metric, use of
renewable energy, while we are on track to meet the NDAA target (produce/procure
25 percent of electricity from renewable sources by 2025), we missed the Energy Pol-
icy Act target (7.5-percent renewable use by 2013). (The key reason for that dis-
parity is that the NDAA criteria allow for inclusion of China Lake, DOD’s largest
source of renewable energy, whereas the EPACT criteria do not.) See the appendix
for more detail.

Fiscal Year 2012 Budget Request

Let me highlight two programs in our fiscal year 2012 budget request that are
particularly important to the Department’s energy strategy—the Installation Energy
Test Bed and the Energy Conservation Investment Program (ECIP).

Installation Energy Test Bed

We are requesting $30 million in fiscal year 2012 for energy technology dem-
onstrations by the Environmental Security Technology Certification Program
(ESTCP).3 ESTCP began these demonstrations—known as our Installation Energy
Test Bed—as a $20 million pilot effort in 2009. Seeing the value of these demonstra-
tions, in 2010, the Department directed $30 million from ECIP, a flexible MILCON
line, to ESTCP to continue the test bed. This year, we are seeking to fund the test
bed as the research, development, test and evaluation activity it is. It is a high le-
verage program that we believe will produce major savings.

The purpose of the test bed is to demonstrate new energy technologies in a real-
world, integrated building environment so as to reduce risk, overcome barriers to
deployment, and facilitate wide-scale commercialization. The rationale is straight-
forward. Emerging technologies offer a way to cost effectively reduce DOD’s facility
energy demand by a dramatic amount (50 percent in existing buildings and 70 per-

3 As discussed in section IV below, we are also requesting $33.6 million for ESTCP for environ-
mental technology demonstrations. These two demonstration programs appear as separate lines
under ESTCP in the President’s fiscal year 2012 budget request.
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cent in new construction) and provide distributed generation to improve energy se-
curity. Absent outside validation, however, these new technologies will not be widely
deployed in time for us to meet our energy requirements. There is an extensive lit-
erature on the impediments to commercialization of emerging technologies for the
building energy market. Among other problems, the first user bears significant costs
but gets the same return as followers. These barriers are particularly problematic
for new technologies intended to improve energy efficiency in the retrofit market,
which is where DOD has the greatest interest.

It is in DOD’s direct self-interest to help firms overcome the barriers to deploy-
ment and commercialization of their technology. We have a vast inventory of build-
ings—nearly 300,000 structures and 2.2 billion square feet of space—3 times the
footprint of Wal-Mart and 10 times that of the General Services Administration.
Given what we spend to power our facilities ($4 billion a year), the potential cost-
savings are significant.

One indication of the value of this approach is that Wal-Mart, the largest private-
sector energy consumer in the United States, has its own test bed. Wal-Mart sys-
tematically tests innovative energy technologies at designated stores to assess their
performance and cost effectiveness. For technologies that prove to be cost effective
(not all of them do, which is itself a valuable finding), Wal-Mart deploys them in
all of its stores. This approach has helped Wal-Mart dramatically reduce its energy
consumption. But whereas Wal-Mart’s focus is narrow because all of its stores are
identical (big-box design), the military needs solutions for a diverse mix of building
types and sizes—everything from barracks and office buildings to aircraft repair de-
pots and data centers.

ESTCP has successfully piloted the test bed over the last 2 years.® Each year,
ESTCP has issued a solicitation inviting private firms, universities, and Govern-
ment labs to identify emerging technologies that would meet DOD installation
needs. The response has been huge—in 2010, ESTCP received more than 300 pro-
posals from leading corporations in the building energy sector, small startups with
venture capital funding and the major Department of Energy (DOE) labs. Teams
made up of technical experts from inside and outside of DOD and service represent-
atives familiar with the installations’ needs review the proposals, and winning pro-
posals (ESTCP has selected about 15 percent of the ones submitted) are matched
up with a service and an installation at which to demonstrate the technology.
ESTCP expects some of the projects to begin to show results this year.

The test bed has five focus areas:

—Advanced components to improve building energy efficiency;

—Advanced building energy management and control;

—Smart microgrid and energy storage to improve energy security;

—Tools and processes for design, assessment, and decisionmaking for energy use

and management; and

—Renewable energy generation on DOD installations.

The test bed requires no new physical infrastructure; rather, it operates as a dis-
tributed activity whose key element is the systematic evaluation of new tech-
nologies, both to determine their performance, readiness and lifecycle costs, and to
provide guidance and design information for future deployment across installations.

The timing for an energy test bed is ideal—one reason the response from industry
has been so strong. The Federal Government is investing significant resources in
building energy research and development (R&D), largely through the DOE, and the
private sector 1s making even larger investments as evidenced by the growth of ven-
ture capital backing for “cleantech.” As a structured demonstration program linked
to the large DOD market, the ESTCP test bed can leverage these resources for the
military’s benefit.

Energy Conservation Investment Program

The second key program to highlight is the Energy Conservation Investment Pro-
gram (ECIP). The fiscal year 2012 budget requests %?{35 million for ECIP, a $15 mil-
lion increase compared to our fiscal year 2011 request. ECIP has a long history of
producing savings for the services, and we are reorienting the program to give it
even greater leverage.

ECIP traditionally has funded small projects that promise a significant payback
in reduced energy costs, and the services have relied heavily on it to achieve their
energy goals. Although ECIP has enjoyed strong support in the Congress and else-

4The approach is similar to one that ESTCP has used since 1995 to demonstrate innovative
environmental technologies on DOD sites and in doing so help them transition to the commer-
cial market. As discussed in section IV below, ESTCP has a strong track record of reducing
DOD’s environmental costs.
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where, it is and will remain a relatively small program. Thus, it can achieve only
a fraction of the Department’s energy goals. Moreover, the services are establishing
and funding their own, much larger programs aimed at improving their energy per-
formance.

In keeping with the Department’s growing focus on energy, I recently issued pol-
icy guidance designed to change the role that ECIP will play—from one of funding
the services’ routine energy projects to one of leveraging their now-larger invest-
ments in ways that will produce “game-changing” improvements in energy consump-
tion, costs and/or security. To illustrate, ECIP projects should have the following
types of goals:

—Dramatically change energy consumption at an individual installation, e.g., by

fundamentally improving the performance of the power or steam plant;

—Implement across multiple installations a technology validated in a demonstra-

tion program sponsored by DOD (e.g., the installation energy test bed) or DOE;

—Integrate technologies designed to achieve different goals (e.g., energy efficiency

and energy security) to realize synergistic benefits;

—Integrate distributed generation and storage technologies to improve supply re-

siliency for critical loads; and

—Implement energy security or net-zero energy installation plans, especially at

those installations where such investments leverage partnerships with DOE.

In terms of implementation, this new vision for ECIP means that my office will
no longer use financial payback as the sole criterion for judging the merits of poten-
tial projects. In evaluating a candidate project, we will now give as much weight
to its energy impact (reduction in BTUs) as to its financial payback, and we will
give secondary consideration to the impact of the project on the nominating installa-
tion’s energy security.

As this change reflects, ECIP is now part of a portfolio approach in which the
services can pursue the most financially attractive energy projects via third-party
financing, such as an energy savings performance contract, or through their own
budgets. ECIP will support projects that will have a big impact on the services’ en-
ergy efficiency and energy security but that cannot be justified under their internal
funding strategies.

PROTECTING THE NATURAL ENVIRONMENT

The Department has long made it a priority to protect our natural and cultural
resources: as the Marine Corps puts it, “A country worth fighting for is a country
worth preserving.” The Department protects the environment on our installations,
not only to preserve irreplaceable resources for future generations, but to ensure
that we have the land, water, and airspace we need for military readiness. Over the
last 10 years, the Department has invested $42 billion in its environmental pro-
grams, and our steady level of expenditure has produced quality results. In fiscal
year 2012, we are requesting $4.3 billion to continue this legacy of leadership.

ENVIRONMENTAL PROGRAM BUDGET REQUEST, FISCAL YEAR 2012 VS. FISCAL YEAR 2011

[Dollars in millions]

Fiscal year 2011 | Fiscal year 2012 Change from fiscal year 2011
request request Funding Percentage
Environmental Restoration ... $1,539 $1.467 —$72 —4.7
Environmental Compliance ... 1,570 1,551 -19 —-12
Environmental Conservation 320 380 +60 +188
Pollution Prevention 117 104 —-13 —11.1
Environmental Technology ........cc.cooovvevvererneieniireiis 216 227 +11 +5.1
BRAC Environmental 445 521 +76 +17.1
Total 4,207 4,250 +43 +1.0

Environmental Conservation

Our installations are home to some of the finest examples of rare native vegeta-
tive communities, such as old-growth forests, tall grass prairies, and vernal pool
wetlands. DOD has a greater density of endangered and threatened species than
any other Federal agency. Of the 1,372 species considered threatened or endangered
by the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), more than 420 inhabit DOD land. Nearly
40 threatened and endangered species are found exclusively on DOD installations.
The Department develops plans to protect the natural environment while maintain-
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ing support for mission requirements in coordination with the FWS and its State
counterparts. These plans have helped us maintain flexibility for mission activities,
avoiding critical habitat designations while providing equal or greater protection for
endangered species.

In addition to natural resources, the Department is responsible for thousands of
archaeological sites, historic buildings, and other cultural resources. DOD owns or
manages the Nation’s largest inventory of Federal historic properties and continues
to use many of these historic properties to meet mission requirements. Using these
properties reduces DOD’s environmental footprint and retains significant cultural
resources for future generations. In addition, many older buildings have features
that we consider to be “green” today, such as high ceilings to encourage air circula-
tion, large windows to provide maximum natural light and operational shutters to
reduce heat gain.

The Department is requesting $380 million in fiscal year 2012 for environmental
conservation, which includes $226 million in recurring funds for ongoing activities
and $154 million in nonrecurring funds for one-time projects directed at threatened
and endangered species, wetland protection, or other natural, cultural, and histor-
ical resources. This represents an increase of 18.8 percent over the fiscal year 2011
request. Specifically, the Navy has increased its request to meet legal requirements
of conservation laws and regulations, primarily in support of offshore range environ-
mental impact statements and consultations under the Marine Mammal Protection
Act and the Endangered Species Act. The Army has increased its request as well
to more accurately reflect program requirements.

Environmental Restoration

The Defense Environmental Restoration Program provides funds for two types of
environmental cleanup. The Installation Restoration Program (IRP) manages the
cleanup of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants—things that cause
human health concerns. The Military Munitions Response Program (MMRP) man-
ages the cleanup of unexploded ordnance and discarded military munitions—things
that may explode. The cleanup occurs at three types of locations:

—Active military bases;

—Bases closed through the BRAC process; and

—Other formerly used defense sites.

By the end of 2010, the Department, in cooperation with State agencies and the
Environmental Protection Agency, had completed cleanup activities on 79 percent
of IRP sites, and it is now monitoring the results. For MMRP sites, the comparable
figure is 40 percent. The Department determines the order of cleanup for both IRP
and MMRP sites on the basis of risk. By cleaning up the “worst first,” we reduce
our long-term liability and expedite the return of properties to productive reuse.

We are requesting $2 billion for fiscal year 2012 to clean up IRP and MMRP sites.
(This includes both $1.5 billion for environmental restoration and $521 million for
BRAC environmental.) The budget request for environmental restoration is $72 mil-
lion less than it was in fiscal year 2011, primarily because of a reduction in the
Army’s MMRP requirement. At the same time, we are asking for $76 million more
than in fiscal year 2011 for BRAC environmental to support requirements at Army
and Navy BRAC installations.

Pollution Prevention

The Department employs a number of strategies to reduce pollution of our air,
water, and land. They include eliminating the use of certain hazardous materials
in our operations and weapon systems, promoting the use of alternative fuels and
green products, and implementing innovative technologies. These and other strate-
gies lower our lifecycle costs, improve mission capabilities, and protect our assets.

Investments in pollution prevention pay dividends. In 2010, the Department di-
verted 3.9 million tons or 62 percent of our solid waste from landfills, avoiding ap-
proximately $176 million in landfill disposal costs. We reduced hazardous waste dis-
posal by 8 percent from 2008 to 2009. Our installations also effectively manage air
quality; they reduced hazardous air pollutant emissions by 420 tons, or 25 percent,
from 2008-2009.

The President’s budget requests $104 million for pollution prevention in fiscal
year 2012, a reduction of $13 million from our fiscal year 2011 request. This de-
crease reflects the growing maturity of the pollution prevention program—having
completed activities that require significant investment to reduce pollution after the
fact, the Department is now focusing on the more cost-effective strategy of pre-
venting pollution in the first place, for example, by influencing the planning and de-
sign of weapons systems.
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Environmental Compliance

Clean water and air are essential to the health and well-being of our communities
and ecosystems. The Department maintains a high level of compliance with environ-
mental laws and regulations—although environmental regulators performed more
than 3,000 inspections in fiscal year 2010—a 30-plus-percent increase from 10 years
ago—DOD was subject to enforcement actions for only 9 percent of these inspec-
tions, which is an all-time low.

Our fiscal year 2012 budget requests $1.6 billion for environmental compliance—
a negligible ($19 million) decrease from last year’s request. This steady level of in-
vestment will enable the Department to continue to protect the environment while
maintaining operational readiness.

Environmental Technology

A key part of DOD’s approach to meeting its environmental obligations and im-
proving its performance is its pursuit of advances in science and technology. The
Department has a long record of success when it comes to developing innovative en-
vironmental technologies and getting them transferred out of the laboratory and
into actual use—on our installations, in our depots and in the very weapon systems
we acquire.

To accomplish this, the Department relies on two closely linked programs—the
Strategic Environmental Research and Development Program (SERDP) and the En-
vironmental Security Technology Certification Program (ESTCP). SERDP is the De-
partment’s environmental science and technology program; its mission is to address
high-priority cross-service environmental requirements and develop solutions to the
Department’s most critical environmental challenges. Through a competitive proc-
ess, it invests in applied research and advanced technology development guided by
DOD users needs but executed by the leading research establishments in both the
private and public sectors. It has a balanced portfolio of projects ranging from high
risk leap-ahead technologies to fundamental engineering needed to solve critical
near term problems. SERDP has a superb track record; as one of the only R&D pro-
grams aimed at reducing DOD operating costs, it has saved the Department billions
of dollars in environmental cleanup costs, avoided liability costs, and reduced weap-
ons system maintenance and lifecycle costs.

One reason SERDP has been so successful is the complementary role played by
ESTCP, the Department’s environmental test and evaluation program. SERDP and
ESTCP are managed out of a single program office. ESTCP’s mission is to transition
technology out of the laboratory. It does this by demonstrating the technology in a
real-world setting, such as a clean-up site on a military installation or at an aircraft
maintenance depot. This “direct technology insertion” has proven key to getting reg-
ulators and end users to embrace new technology.

One area where SERDP and ESTCP have excelled is the development of tech-
nologies to detect unexploded ordnance (UXO). Current clean-up methods cannot
discriminate between scrap metal and hazardous UXO; as a result, contractors must
dig up hundreds of thousands of metal objects in order to identify and remove just
a few pieces of UXO. Because this process is so labor-intensive, it is very expensive;
the estimated cost to clean up UXO on known DOD sites is an eye-popping $17 bil-
lion. However, 10 years of investment by SERDP and ESTCP have yielded tech-
nologies that can discriminate between UXO and harmless metal objects with al-
most perfect reliability. This is a remarkable achievement and one that many clean-
up experts thought was impossible. Based on estimates from the 2003 Defense
Science Board Task Force on Unexploded Ordnance, implementation of reliable dis-
crimination technologies can reduce DOD’s projected cost for UXO cleanup by 75
percent—or up to $12 billion.

ESTCP has recently funded live-site demonstrations to acquire the data needed
to validate, gain regulatory approval for and fully transition these technologies into
the field. We are proposing to accelerate these demonstrations so that the tech-
nology is ready by 2015, when the services undertake major UXO clean-up efforts.
Recognizing that the challenges go beyond technology, we are addressing other po-
tential impediments to the deployment of new technology. We are talking with envi-
ronmental regulators to gain their endorsement, working with contracting offices so
that contracts allow for early adoption, and cooperating with industry to encourage
embrace of the new technology.

The fiscal year 2012 budget request includes $66.4 million for SERDP and $33.6
million for ESTCP for environmental technology demonstrations. (The budget re-
quest for ESTCP includes an additional $30 million for energy technology dem-
onstrations, as discussed in section III above.) Of the $33.6 million requested for
ESTCP, $7.5 million will go to support the accelerated program of UXO live-site
demonstrations.
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The overall budget request for environmental technology for fiscal year 2012 is
$227 million. In addition to SERDP and ESTCP, this request includes funding for
the services’ environmental R&D activities. The services’ investments focus on serv-
ice-unique environmental technology requirements and complement the larger
SERDP and ESTCP investments, which address those issues that are common
across the services. SERDP and ESTCP work closely with the services in order to
coordinate and leverage these investments.

Compatible Development

Encroachment is a growing challenge to the military mission, particularly our test
and training activities. I want to highlight two efforts which I spearhead that are
designed to deal with this challenge.

Readiness and Environmental Protection Initiative

DOD’s ability to conduct realistic live-fire training and weapons system testing is
vital to preparing troops and the equipment they use for real-world combat. Sprawl,
incompatible land use and other forms of encroachment put the Department’s train-
ing and testing missions at risk and reduce military readiness. For example, lights
from developments near installations reduce the effectiveness of night vision train-
ing, and land development that destroys endangered species habitat pushes those
species onto less developed military lands, resulting in restrictions on testing and
training.

A key tool for combating encroachment is the Readiness and Environmental Pro-
tection Initiative (REPI). Under REPI, the Department partners with conservation
organizations and State and local governments to preserve buffer land around our
installations and ranges. Through its unique cost-sharing partnerships, REPI has
directly leveraged the Department’s investments by two-to-one. The indirect benefits
are even greater; by helping to preserve buffer land, the Department avoids much
more costly alternatives, such as training workarounds and investments to replace
existing testing capability. In the current real estate market, where property is
more affordable and there are a great many willing sellers, REPI is a particularly
good investment.

The President’s fiscal year 2012 budget requests $54.2 million for REPI, an in-
crease of $15 million over our fiscal year 2011 request.

Renewable Energy Siting

Although most renewable energy projects are perfectly compatible with the mili-
tary mission, in some cases, they can create a conflict. Until recently, the process
through which DOD reviewed proposed projects and handled disputes was opaque,
time-consuming, and ad hoc, and the resulting delays were costly for industry and
for our partners elsewhere in governments. Spurred in part by section 358 of the
fiscal year 2011 NDAA, we have moved aggressively to develop a timely, trans-
parent review process and to pursue technological fixes that allow for compatible en-
ergy siting.

We have made rapid progress. Even before the President signed the NDAA into
law, we had created the DOD Energy Siting Clearinghouse to provide a “one-stop
shop” within the Department for developers and other Government agencies. The
Clearinghouse has conducted aggressive outreach to industry, other Federal agen-
cies, environmental advocacy groups, and State and local governments. Among other
things, the Clearinghouse hosted a conference with key interagency stakeholders to
analyze the backlog of renewable energy projects filed with the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration and the Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management, fo-
cusing on protecting critical military mission requirements as we promote energy
independence. We are also engaged in Department of the Interior’s efforts to open
public lands and the Outer Continental Shelf to renewable energy generation—en-
suring that we do this in a way that preserves military testing, training, and home-
land defense capabilities.

At the same time, the Clearinghouse has worked with interagency partners on
R&D to promote mission compatible renewable energy, with an emphasis on tech-
nology to mitigate the impacts of wind turbines on radars. DOE has been an enthu-
siastic collaborator, and we are planning to host an interagency field evaluation of
existing mitigation technologies in the near future. Through the Interagency Policy
Committee on the Air Domain, we are looking at options to accelerate the process
for upgrading older surveillance radars and set the stage for long-term solutions.

Renewable energy is vital to America’s future security and economic vitality and
it need not be incompatible with the preservation of the Department’s irreplaceable
test and training ranges and its radar-based surveillance network. We are making
great strides in learning how to minimize the impacts of renewable energy projects
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on vital military missions. This effort will help give our Nation a clean, reliable, and
secure energy future.

CONCLUSION

My office takes seriously our mission to strengthen DOD’s infrastructure back-
bone—the installations that serve to train, deploy, and support our warfighters.
Thank you for your strong support for the Department’s installation and environ-
ment programs and for its military mission more broadly. I look forward to working
with you on the challenges and opportunities ahead.

APPENDIX
KEY FACILITIES ENERGY AND WATER GOALS

There are four key statutory and regulatory goals related to installation’s con-
sumption of energy and water:

—Reduce energy intensity (BTUs per square foot) by 3 percent per year, or 30
percent overall, by 2015 from the 2003 baseline (Energy Independence and Se-
curity of 2007). Under DOD’s high-priority performance goals, the interim tar-
get is a 21-percent reduction by the end of 2012.

—Increase use of renewable energy to 7.5 percent in 2013 and beyond (Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (EPACT)); and produce or procure 25 percent of electricity
consumed from all renewable sources by the end of 2025 (National Defense Au-
thorization Act of 2007 (NDAA)). Under DOD’s high-priority performance goals,
the interim NDAA target is 12 percent by 2012.

—Reduce consumption of petroleum (gasoline and diesel) by nontactical vehicles
by 30 percent by 2020 (Executive Order 13514, October 2009).

—Reduce potable water consumption intensity by 2 percent per year, or 16 per-
cent overall, by 2015 from the 2007 baseline (Executive Order 13514, October
2009).

DOD reduced its energy intensity by only 11.2 percent from 2005-2010, compared
to the goal of 15 percent. A key factor has been the demands on the Army related
both to the movement of troops and equipment to and from Afghanistan and Iraq
and to the completion of the BRAC process (as Army closes some facilities and
moves to others, the lights are on in two locations).

DOD increased its consumption of renewable energy by 4.1 percent, compared to
the 2010 EPACT target of 5 percent. By contrast, we met the fiscal year 2007 NDAA
goal (produce or procure 25 percent of electricity consumed from all renewable
sources) by achieving 10.4 percent compared to the target of 10 percent.

With respect to consumption of petroleum by nontactical vehicles, the Department
fell short of the target—DOD achieved a 6.6-percent reduction in its petroleum use
from the 2005 baseline, compared to the target of 10 percent. The Department con-
tinues to pursue replacement of nontactical fleet vehicles with more efficient models,
alternative fuel vehicles, and hybrid electric vehicles to decrease petroleum fuel de-
mand.

Finally, the Department far exceeded the 2010 goal for reducing the intensity of
our potable water consumption. DOD reduced its potable water consumption inten-
sity by 13 percent from 2007-2010, compared to the goal of 6 percent. From 2007—
2009, we reduced the water consumption intensity of our facilities by 4.6 percent.
This dramatic improvement is due to the combination of an aggressive program to
detect leaks followed up by a program to repair them.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you for your opening statements.

We will limit the first round of questions to 6 minutes per mem-
ber. We can have additional rounds should we need them.

Senators will be recognized in their order of their arrival.

Secretary Hale, before we turn to the fiscal year 2012 budget re-
quest, I would like to talk to you about the fiscal year 2011. We're
facing a Government shutdown in less than 36 hours if an agree-
ment cannot be reached on a long-term continuing resolution.

I have several questions, including: What impact would a shut-
down have on military personnel, on operations and military bases,
both here and overseas? Will our troops be paid? What impact
would a shutdown have on the Guard and Reserve?
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GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

Mr. HALE. Well, Mr. Chairman, the answers to all of your ques-
tions are negative, unfortunately. I managed through the shutdown
in 1995 as the Air Force Financial Manager. I see no good that
came of it. I think the same would be true here. I very much hope
this does not happen.

But, let me try to be more specific. If appropriations lapse on
midnight on April 8, we go into a situation where we’re governed
not by the priorities of the Congress or the administration—by a
very specific set of laws and exceptions to the Antideficiency Act.
Essentially, we can maintain services that maintain the safety of
life, and protection of property. That will allow us to carry on most
of the military operations—Afghanistan, transition in Iraq, Libya,
and the Japanese operation all could continue. So, we could con-
tinue the key areas related to national security.

But many support operations would have to be terminated. We
would direct all of our military personnel to continue working. A
substantial proportion of our civilian personnel, though, would
have to be put on no-notice nonpay furlough status. We don’t have
any authority, once appropriations lapse, to disperse funds—or,
very limited authority. So, we couldn’t pay any of our people—mili-
tary or civilian—for any work, after the shutdown occurred. So, to
give you an example—a specific one: For the April 15 payday,
which is the next one coming up, the pay period for the military
is the 1st through the 15th, so we could only pay through the 8th.
It'll be roughly one-half a payday for military personnel if we shut
down on the 8th and it continues through the 15th. These people
have kids to feed and mortgages, just like we all do. I think it will
be a serious problem. But we have no alternative. These are pre-
scribed by the law.

The civilians—actually, the pay period is through April 9. So,
that first payday will be pretty much complete for most civilians,
just because of the nature of the pay period. So, it is disruptive.
It’s harsh and unfair to our people. I hope this does not happen.
T've devoted most of my week to shutdown planning, and I've never
had a stronger feeling that I'm likely to have wasted a week of my
life, than in this case. I very much hope this doesn’t happen.

Senator JOHNSON. Would a shutdown affect work on any
MILCON projects or essential services such as DOD schools, clin-
ics, or daycare or youth centers?

Mr. HALE. Yes. We will keep some of them open. Much of the
MILCON projects are done by contractors, and if that contract is
funded, and if there are Federal civilians who are in what’s called
“excepted activities” that can supervise it, that work could go on.
We would maintain the childcare centers as a readiness issue. We
would maintain emergency medical services—that’s a safety of life
issue. But we would have to defer any elective surgery for dental
or medical, so it’s going to be disruptive in that sense.

The routine activities at the bases would stop. The military per-
sonnel would be there, but many of the civilians are going to be
furloughed, and so a lot of the routine activities at our bases would
come to a halt.
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Senator JOHNSON. Secretary Hale, in the past, DOD has main-
tained that the Guam rebasing effort is contingent on Japan mak-
ing tangible progress to relocate some marines within Okinawa.
The Department has defined tangible progress as the signing of a
landfill agreement by the Governor of Okinawa to build a new air-
field for the marines.

Has this definition changed? Is a landfill agreement still the
benchmark? Or is the configuration of the airfield the new stand-
ard?

GUAM

Mr. HALE. Well, I think we need an overall plan and a cost esti-
mate. And I understand—I'm going to ask Dr. Robyn, Dorothy, if
she would add more detail here—but I think some of those bench-
marks continue. And I think we all recognize and hope that, com-
ing out of the two-plus-two talks and other efforts, that we will get
a clear view of where we’re heading on Guam.

Do you want to say more on that?

Dr. RoBYN. Well, I think one of my colleagues from policy testi-
fied last week on this, and I would prefer to let the policy part of
DOD answer this.

I think you’re exactly right—signing the landfill agreement has
traditionally been seen as the thing that we would look for before
we would move troops to Guam. I think—my colleague stressed
that there is a continuum of actions on the part of the Japanese
Government, including investment, that can constitute tangible
progress. We are not backing away, and I think my colleague made
that clear. But we can’t move troops off of Okinawa to Guam un-
less we’re absolutely sure that we will get the Futenma replace-
ment facility. That issue brought down the former Prime Minister
of Japan. It’s a controversial issue. And so, we have to have a clear
commitment.

Senator JOHNSON. When do we think the Governor of Okinawa
will sign the landfill agreement?

Dr. RoOBYN. I think we will know more later. Senator Kirk re-
ferred to the two-plus-two meeting with Secretary Gates, Secretary
Clinton and their Japanese counterparts, later this month.

Senator JOHNSON. Senator Kirk.

Senator KiRK. Thank you.

I want to pick up where the chairman left off with regard to
Guam. I'm worried that you guys would be pushed into trying to
sell us an agreement that was tangential progress instead of, you
know—the question in these budget times is, are we going to build
the base or not?

Mr. HALE. Right.

Senator KIRK. It increasingly looks like we’re not. And with the
cash flow problems of the Japanese Government, I would have a
pretty dim view of how this thing is going to go, because they have
an astronomical money requirement, because 19 miles around a
key part of their territory is now useless for quite some time.

I'm wondering, Bob, you know, I worked very much with your
predecessors, Dov and Tina, and so I know you know the answer—
what’s Libya costing us per day, per week?
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LIBYA

Mr. HALE. Well, let’s see. If I remember the numbers we sent to
the Congress yesterday, it was, the total cost is $608 million. The
weekly costs are confusing over this period, because there was such
a high cost at the beginning. We have estimated that if the oper-
ations continue at roughly the planned level, it will be about $40
million a month, so I guess it'd be about $10 million a week.

Senator KiRK. About $10 million a week?

Mr. HALE. I would underscore the uncertainty in that estimate,
given that we’re not sure exactly——

Senator KIRK. Well, you've got a little lower operating tempo, be-
cause you took U.S. combat aircraft off the mix in it.

Mr. HALE. Right. And the $40 million assumes the planned re-
duction which is going on right now in our operating tempo.

Senator KIRK. Right. I notice that you just sent up a notification
to the subcommittee to cancel $123 million for Kandahar Airfield,
which is the center of gravity of the largest military effort for the
United States. Is that what we’re going to see further as Libya
kind of eats our budget?

Mr. HALE. I don’t think they’re related, but I think I need to take
that for the record. I'm not sure of the details.

Have we got any on that?

Okay. I think I need to get back to you with that one.

[The information follows:]

The cancellation of the Kandahar Airfield construction projects is not related to
Operation Unified Response. As stated in the Department of the Air Force notifica-
tion letters dated April 4, 2011, the cancellation was due to a comprehensive and
rigorous evaluation of all planned, but unawarded, major construction projects in Af-
ghanistan. The evaluation, necessitated by changing strategic requirements on the
ground, concluded that the limited operational benefit does not warrant this sub-
stantial investment. Thus, these projects are being removed from the list of fiscal
years 2010-2012 overseas contingency operations construction requirements.

Generally, Libya costs are incurred in the operation and maintenance (O&M) ap-
propriation. The Department has no authority to reprogram from the military con-
struction appropriation to the O&M appropriation.

Senator KIRK. Yes. On Guam, can you guys update this after the
29th? This would be——

Dr. ROBYN. Yes. We are.

Senator KIRK. My guess is, we roll to markup around July. And
SO——

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator KIRK [continuing]. This would be enormously helpful.

Mr. HALE. We understand we owe you better information.

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Mr. HALE. We owe ourselves better information, too, I mean.

Senator KIRK. Yes. And we have a policy maker set of meetings
on the 29th, and then——

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator KIRK [continuing]. Some visibility on that.

Dr. ROBYN. Senator Kirk, could I just, in, make one point in re-
sponse to your—very, very legitimate, too—question, whether the
Japanese Government is going to be able to continue to focus on
this issue as they did before. But, it’s worth noting that over the
weekend the Japanese Diet passed by a majority—both parties—
the Special Measures Agreement, which is what specifies how
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much they will contribute toward the stationing costs for U.S.
forces. That Special Measures Agreement, along with the facilities
improvement program, represent Japan’s host government, host
nation support to United States forces. It’s a substantial amount.
It’s $1.8 billion a year.

Senator Kirk. Right.

Dr. ROBYN. So, at least in that respect, they are trying hard to
send a message that “We’re not backing off. We are full speed
ahead on the United States-Japan alliance.”

Senator KIRK. I just—just make sure that it’s not tangential
progress. We're either going to build a runway across a bay, or
we’re not.

Dr. ROBYN. Right.

KOREA TOUR NORM

Senator KIRK. And that obviously affects the bill that the chair-
man has to put together, and the rest of the Senate.

For Korea, full norm, phase 1, phase 2, phase 3 costs how much?

Mr. HALE. We only have an estimate for phase 1. It was nominal.
We do not yet have estimates for phases 2 and 3. We are working
on that actively as part of the President’s budget 2013 review.

You raised some questions that need to be answered as well
about the risks involved there. There are some benefits, too. As you
know, they, I think you met with General Sharp.

Senator KIrRK. Right.

Mr. HALE. He feels strongly on this issue. But we don’t have a
cost estimate yet.

Senator KIRK. The worry is, phase 1 is the camel’s nose under
the tent, and then you sock it to us on phase 2 and 3, which, this,
you know, this bill is going down so fast in, money-wise. How the,
you know, and I notice, and the Secretary, when he signed off on
this, he signed the memo and it said that, “I am signing off on this,
but I'm not telling you when or how much we’re going to do any
of this,” which is about as weak as you can get. Yeah. Here it is.
So, it was to the question, September 23, 2010, “SECDEF directed
USFK and service to proceed with a full TN for Korea, as afford-
able, but not according to any specific timeline.” That’s about as
weak as you can get. And we might be able to say, yeah, we'd like
to do this, but not according to any appropriations timeline either.

Mr. HALE. As I say, we are looking at this. We haven’t made a
request in the fiscal year 2012 request. I'm not going to be able to
answer your question, because we haven’t decided what to do——

Senator KIrRK. Right.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. About tour normalization. We understand
it’s potentially expensive. There are potential benefits. We've got to
weigh the two

Senator KIRK. Yes.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. In the context of our fiscal realities.

Senator KIRK. Here’s my worry. We defended Korea for 50
years——

Mr. HALE. Right.

Senator KIRK [continuing]. Unaccompanied tours. And while ev-
erybody would like to be accompanied, as the United States bor-
rows 40 cents of every $1 and we have sovereign debt crises in Por-
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tugal, Argentina, Ireland, and potentially Illinois, the question
is—

Last question—plan B for Bahrain? You know, because these
countries are flipping on a moment’s notice. How are we rolling on
thinking about where else we could put MILCON to support the
Fifth Fleet if Bahrain goes——

Mr. HALE. Well, I don’t have a clear plan B. I mean, it’s a pretty
fluid situation over there. We are obviously looking at our invest-
ments, and we’ll have to consider them. I'm not in a position to tell
you exactly what we’re going to do.

Senator KIRK. I’'ve run out of time, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JOHNSON. Senator Landrieu.

Senator LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I so appre-
ciate your support of many of the priorities that I've had serving
with you on this subcommittee.

I look forward, Mr. Ranking Member, to serving with you, the
new senator from Illinois.

Dr. Robyn, I was very pleased with your comments, as a very
strong supporter of privatizing housing for families. I've served on
this subcommittee now for about 8 years, and it’s been a high pri-
ority of several of us on this subcommittee. So, could you just give
another minute or so about the benefits of privatized family hous-
ing? And are we going to be able to use, maybe, some of the same
strategies for individual soldier barracks? And I understand the
revenue streams are different. But——

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator LANDRIEU [continuing]. Is there any thought that you've
given to some potential privatization for single soldiers?

Dr. RoBYN. Yes. Thank you. That’s a—thank you for that ques-
tion.

I worked on this issue when I was in the Clinton White House.
And it was a Clinton administration initiative to push housing pri-
vatization. We faced opposition internally from the services, from
a lot of members on the hill, and most of all, from the Office of
Management and Budget (OMB). Frank Raines, when he was the
OMB

Senator LANDRIEU. I remember these battles. And——

Dr. ROoBYN. He saw——

Senator LANDRIEU [continuing]. I'm glad to see we have won.

Dr. ROBYN [continuing]. The light. He recognized that the private
sector was actually bearing risk. But, we had 200,000 inadequate
units at the time. Family housing in many, many places was an
embarrassment, and it was a real detriment to the quality of life
for families. And that turned around. We fixed the incentive prob-
lem the day that we allowed for privatization. The private devel-
opers have an incentive to do it right initially, to maintain it. It
just, it has worked very, very well.

We are experimenting with it, with barracks. There are a couple
of experiments underway. My sense is that the reluctance there is
more of a cultural thing—that, for example, the Marine Corps real-
ly wants to have the young marines together in a building, and
they don’t want the prospect of someone from the outside being
part of that, which has to be part of housing privatization. You
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have to tell developers, “If we can’t fill it with military people, you
can bring in—"

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, I’d like you just to pursue that. And you
seem a very open and innovative kind of leader. And that’s excit-
ing.

Because, Mr. Chairman, I've walked through some of the bar-
racks at Fort Polk in Louisiana, and I'm quoted in our newspaper—
and I'll say it again—In some of the barracks where we’re asking
our soldiers, I would literally not want

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator LANDRIEU [continuing]. To see pets or animals kept in
some of these facilities. That’s how bad some of these single bar-
racks are. And it’s not fair, when we’re asking these, you know,
young men—some of them are all stationed—and, men and
women—stationed temporarily at Fort Polk. But a lot of our sol-
diers, because we're a joint training base, come in and out. So, it’s
sort of the last room they stay in before they go to Afghanistan or
Iraq. I know things aren’t great in Afghanistan and Iraq. But I've
also traveled and seen some of the opportunities that our soldiers
have. And it’s actually much better over there than their home
base here.

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator LANDRIEU. And it’s just not fair. I'm proud that we’re
making efforts on the family housing.

Now, this is a more local question. We have some reserve space.
We were part of BRAC, like a lot of other communities were. We
actually had the BRAC commission change their initial view rel-
ative to the, one of the facilities in New Orleans. The bottom line
is we have some extra capacity at the Marine Reserve Center. So,
as you're looking for efficiencies, greening of buildings, you know,
are you being mindful of places that don’t have encroachment prob-
lems, that have capacity problems, that, you know, have buildings
already constructed that could absorb some, you know, additional
troops or missions or operations? And would you look into the
one——

Dr. RoBYN. Yes. I think that’s

Sg}nator LANDRIEU [continuing]. On the west bank of New Orle-
ans?

Dr. RoBYN. That’s a great question. I know we do it sometime—
and Barksdale is a an example——

Senator LANDRIEU. Yes.

Dr. ROBYN [continuing]. Of putting—but I, I'm frankly not sure
we do it as exhaustively as we should.

Senator LANDRIEU. Well, 'm going to send you some, a write-up
on that.

And then, finally, I'm going to send you a question, because
again, it’s very—it’s parochial, but it’s important to our State. We
run, I think, according to my information, one of the most scram-
bled alert units in the country out of Belle Chasse, Louisiana, for
the southern part of the United States. Our Louisiana National
Guard operates, they’ve been operating out of mold trailers, mold-
infested trailers now for some time. So, I just wanted to bring that
to your attention. Please put it on the list.

Dr. RoBYN. Okay.
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Senator LANDRIEU. It’s very important. Whether it’s for home-
land security or drug interdictions, or hurricanes, for that gulf
coast region to have that kind of protection and reach. So, I'll fol-
low up with a written comment.

Dr. ROBYN. Good. Thank you.

[The information was not available at press time.]

Senator LANDRIEU. And thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator JOHNSON. Senator Reed.

Senator REED. Mr. Chairman, Senator Hoeven just—thank you,
sir.

GOVERNMENT SHUTDOWN

Thank you for your service. I just want to follow up on some of
the questions that the chairman opened up with, with respect to
a potential shutdown. You indicated that DOD childcare centers
would be open. Would the DOD school system remain open also?

Mr. HALE. Yes. That’s our plan.

Senator REED. The other aspect here, obviously, is, the civilian
workforce, except for very few individuals for safety purposes,
would be furloughed. They would not be entitled to any type of un-
employment benefits because they still are at work? Or would
they

Mr. HALE. I've seen questions about that from OMB, and there
were suggestions we need to look further into it. So I'm not sure
that’s true. I think it might depend on how long the furlough, or,
the shutdown went on.

Senator REED. So, there is a possibility of, if they’re furloughed
that they would actually be entitled

Mr. HALE. I think there’s a possibility. But I don’t want to speak
definitely to that, because I'm not certain.

Senator REED. It’s an important policy question and, it’ll rapidly
become an important personal question for

Mr. HALE. I hope not. But it may.

Senator REED. I understand.

Mr. HALE. Incidentally, just to follow up, there will be a substan-
tial number of our civilians who will be directed to work.

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE. All of those who are in direct support of these so-
called excepted activities. It may close to half of our civilian work-
force.

Senator REED. Okay. I would suspect that’s not geographically,
sort of, distributed. Well, let me ask it another way. You know,
there is the impact, which you’re looking very closely at, within the
confines of military organizations. But it’s the surrounding commu-
nities, like Newport, Rhode Island; Fayetteville, North Carolina;
Lawton, Oklahoma; and many, many, many others that this could
be a huge impact in terms of-

Mr. HALE. Yes. I mean, it won’t be, it won’t depend on geog-
raphy. It will depend on which of these missions are deemed ex-
cepted. And in the case of civilians, whether they are in direct sup-
port of those missions.

Senator REED. All right.
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Mr. HALE. So, it’ll be a limited number of financial managers, for
example, that we’ll keep in order to handle the funding associated
with so-called excepted activities.

Senator REED. Okay.

Mr. HALE. The same with legal, acquisition. But many mainte-
nance personnel will be laid off, or, furloughed, I should say

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. On unpaid status.

Senator REED. And, typically, my experience has been, those in-
dividuals would be more in local air bases, Navy bases, than in
Washington, DC, or in a headquarters where the nature of the re-
sponsibilities, but——

Mr. HALE. You know, Senator Reed, it’s going to vary. I'll give
you an example. I oversee an audit agency. The great majority of
them will end up being furloughed because that’s not something we
can say is safety of life. On the other hand, you know—we’ll have
a lot of people furloughed in the Pentagon.

Senator REED. I understand. Let me ask now, you talked about
the interruption in pay. And just to be very clear, individual mili-
tary personnel serving in Afghanistan will stop receiving pay as of
April 8. Their pay period April 15 will be one-half a pay period.
And they will not receive pay again until the Government once
again

Mr. HALE. That’s correct. At the time we get an appropriation,
because we’re directing all them to work, we will pay them retro-
actively.

Senator REED. Fine.

Mr. HALE. But, they’ve got to pay their mortgage. And——

Senator REED. I understand.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. I will say, in 1995 credit companies were
helpful here again. I don’t want to make this sound good. I don’t
want to have it happen. But, they were willing to work with mili-
tary personnel in 1995 when we went through this. If we have to
do it, and please

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. Try not to make this happen. If we have
to do it, I would hope maybe they would be forgiving this time, too.
And I hope it’s short if it has to happen.

Senator REED. Let me ask, in terms of overseas operations, con-
tracting in the field for life support, mess support, et cetera, can
that continue, or

Mr. HALE. Yes. In general, if a contract is funded—and, again,
what we’re dealing here is a set of rather arbitrary laws. Not mis-
sion priorities.

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE. But if a contract is funded, then it can continue so
long as the managers deems there’s a level of supervision that’s
available. And in the case of overseas support, say, the lawcap con-
tracts, they would be in support of so-called excepted activities——

Senator REED. Okay.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. So even if they ran out of funds, we could
reissue that contract under the Exceptions to the Antideficiency
Act. So, we'll be able to continue a number of the contracts, includ-
ing those that support the war in Afghanistan. It is certainly Sec-
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retary Gates’ desire that we not interfere with that operation, or
the transition in Iraq, nor Libya, nor Japan. And we’ll do every-
thing we can to avoid it.

Senator REED. Let me ask—and this is slightly outside your line,
but it impacts so dramatically on the operations of military forces—
about the ability of your counterparts in Afghanistan and Irag—the
Department of State, USAID, et cetera. Do they operate, to your
knowledge, under the same general rules, or

Mr. HALE. Well, they’ll operate under the same general rules—
safety of life, protection of property. What I can’t speak to, and I
don’t want to try, is

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. Exactly how all that will affect them. It’s
arcane enough in the DOD and——

Senator REED. Right.

Mr. HALE [continuing]. I call it “dancing on the head of a fiscal
law pin.” I mean, I've never been as intimate with our fiscal law-
yers as I have been over the last couple of weeks. So, I can’t an-
swer exactly how USAID would be affected.

Senator REED. All right. I understand. Thank you very much,
Mr. Comptroller, and Doctor. Thank you for your service.

Senator JOHNSON. Senator Hoeven.

Senator HOEVEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it.

And I want to thank both Secretary Hale and Secretary Robyn
for being here today, and for your work on behalf of our military.

It’s amazing to think we’ve been at war for over a decade—more
than one war. And the work they’ve done is, and continue to do is
absolutely incredible. And the work you do to support them is in-
credibly appreciated, and, of course, tremendously important, not
just for our country, but for freedom-loving people around the
world.

I think this subject’s probably been brought up, and I apologize
if 'm covering some ground that you may have already covered.
But, specifically, I'd like to ask you to address the “no new starts”
language that’s currently in the continuing resolution for fiscal
year 2011, both in terms of what that means for important projects
that you have, some cases ongoing, but specifically, projects where
the funding is there but have not been started yet—there may even
have been design work done, but those projects have not been
started. So, please address it, both in terms of fiscal year 2011, but
then also fiscal year 2012. Because obviously, 1 year has an impact
on the next.

In my own State, you know, we have Air Force bases that build-
ing for new missions, be that bombers or remotely piloted aircraft,
Global Hawk, so on and so forth, and they're facilities that you've
indicated you need—and rightly so—to continue those missions. So,
please, if you would, take 1 minute——

NEW STARTS

Mr. HALE. Sure.

Senator HOEVEN [continuing]. To address, both in terms of the
continuing resolution fiscal year 2011, and then also fiscal year
2012.
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Mr. HALE. Well, in terms of the continuing resolution, we have
no authority for new starts. It’s a technical definition. But in sim-
ple terms, if we haven’t told the Congress about it and you haven’t
taken some action, it’s a new start, and we can’t do it. As I said
in my opening statement, we have as of March 23, 140 major
MILCON projects that are ready to award are in the process of
awarding, that we cannot award—maintenance bays, hangers, ev-
erything; a lot of quality-of-life initiatives involved as well; $3.1 bil-
lion worth of projects.

What worries me is we’ve got a contracting workforce that to
some extent right now is treading water. It’s understaffed to start
with, and somewhat under-experienced. I don’t know if they can
catch up. They’ll try. They're dedicated people. But I fear that we
have engendered some inefficiencies from which we won’t be able
to recover. But we'll try. And when we get an appropriation we’ll
certainly move forward.

In terms of effects on fiscal year 2012, you know, it won’t be
good. There’ll be a backlog they're trying to catch up with. They've
got to do that before they get on to fiscal year 2012. But please
don’t take that as a reason not to give us a timely budget in fiscal
year 2012, please. We need, I hope, to move back to more normal
order with regard to the budget. I've dealt with budgets for more
than 30 years. I've never seen a year like this, and I never want
to see another one.

So, we're essentially dead in the water in MILCON and many
other things. We weren’t, for example, able to award the contract
on January 31 for the second Virginia-class submarine. We had to
cancel a Stryker Mobile Gun System contract. There are dozens of
examples, whether for money reasons or new starts, that we have
had to make unfortunate changes because of the continuing resolu-
tion. We need an appropriation.

Senator HOEVEN. So, what happens if that language remains in
there relative to your fiscal year 2011 MILCON projects?

Mr. HALE. We can’t start even the whole year. It would be a dis-
aster. But we couldn’t, I mean, we’ve got no

Senator HOEVEN. So, it needs to be addressed?

Mr. HALE. Yes. Please. Right now.

Senator HOEVEN. I agree with you.

Dr. Robyn, any comments you might have in that regard?

One of those submarines is going to be the USS North Dakota,
too, so, that’s really important but—right, secretary, or, Senator
Kirk? Do you agree with that?

Senator KIRK. Absolutely.

Senator HOEVEN. But you make a good point. Not only do you
need the authority to move forward with these projects because of,
mission-critical, but cost-savings, right? I mean, we want to enable
you to realize these cost-savings. And that’s a, you know, from get-
ting this work going, and doing it in a way where you do it as cost-
e}flfectively as possible. And so we need to give you the ability to do
that.

If you would address for maybe just a few minutes two things:
One is housing. We see this move to go to privatization of housing.
What’s your sense of how that’s working, not just in terms of cost—
and that’s very important because we need to do everything we
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can, you know, to manage this debt and deficit situation and maxi-
mize our dollars, and support our incredible military—but, how’s
the privatization working? What’s the sense from the troops? If you
would, address that for just a minute.

And then, take 1 minute also to talk a little bit about the Guard.
We've put a tremendous amount of wear on the Guard, so address
their—not just MILCON, but, you know, their equipment and those
needs as well. So, the housing privatization issue, and the Guard,
if you would.

Dr. ROBYN. Housing privatization. Let me give you two numbers:
$2.7 billion and $27 billion. The first is how much the Defense De-
partment has put into privatized housing, and the second is how
much private developers have put in. So, we have leveraged our
$2.7 billion by a factor of 10. And we have gotten beautiful housing
in exchange for that, because the private developers have an incen-
tive to build stuff that will be attractive to young families who have
a choice. They have their choice to go live in town, and they want
to retain those tenants, as well. So, it fixes the incentive problem.
Also, it is better quality housing to start with. The problem was,
the services chronically under-invested in it. They simply didn’t in-
vest in it. And so, housing privatization was a kind of a stop us
before we kill again. Don’t let us do this. Take this away from us,
and let it be done by somebody that has the right incentives.

So, I think it’s been very positive. Senator Landrieu asked
whether we could do more of it with barracks, and I think we'’re
doing that on an experimental basis. I think there are a number
of other areas, the kinds of things that are done on installations
lend themselves to commercial provision. In the United Kingdom
all their installation services are provided by an outside contractor.
I'm not necessarily pushing that. But I think the concept can be
expanded beyond private housing, you know, family housing, and
utilities, which is the other area.

Senator HOEVEN. Great. That’s good to hear.

Dr. RoBYN. Good. I'm not, Guard

Do you have an answer on the Guard?

Senator HOEVEN. Guard resources, they——

Dr. RoBYN. Resources.

Senator HOEVEN. You know, with all they've been doing over the
last 10 years, do you have a sense that they're keeping up in terms
of their needs?

GUARD AND RESERVE

Mr. HALE. I think we’ve learned that the Guard has always been
very helpful, and continues to be—probably even more so over
these last 10 years—in the ground forces than has ever been the
case. I think they are clearly part of the team. There are some-
times differences between the Congress and the executive branch,
frankly, on how much resources we ought to devote. But they get
a careful look within our budget considerations, or deliberations.
So, I think that they are reasonably resourced within the dollars
that we have available.

Senator HOEVEN. Excuse me, Chairman, for going over my time
here. I apologize.
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Ten years, and the tempo for them has been incredible as well,
so, again, very important with their mission here at home that we
provide them with the support that they need, as well. So, I appre-
ciate that.

Senator JOHNSON. Senator Pryor.

Senator PRYOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And I want to thank both our witnesses for being with us today.

Dr. Robyn, am I pronouncing that right?

Dr. ROBYN. Yes.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. I thought I was. But I wanted to make
sure. Dr. Robyn, you may not remember, but last year we talked
a little bit about the Pine Bluff Arsenal. And if I recall, we talked
about DOD’s Office of Economic Adjustment, because that arsenal
used to have about 17 percent of the U.S. stockpile of chemical
weapons. And all that now has gone away—all of the chemical
weapons have been destroyed—and they’re now dismantling the fa-
cility, described in the terms of the treaty with, it used to be the
Soviet Union, now with Russia. So, they’ve been on budget, ahead
of schedule, and they’ve done really well there.

And I just talked to the folks in Pine Bluff, and they've actually
told me that there’s been a very good working relationship with the
OEA, that, I think there’s a $600,000 adjustment grant. And
they’re working through all the appropriate channels to try to se-
cure an extension of that grant, because they felt like, that that fa-
cility has a lot of positive assets. So, I'm going to try to help in that
process as best I can. And I’d like to ask your agency to take a look
at the extension request and help if you can, and hopefully con-
tinue to build on that positive relationship there.

I don’t know if it’s appropriate for you or someone on your team
to come down and look at the facility. I think that arsenal—maybe
like some other installations around the country—but, I think that
arsenal in particular is a real asset for the DOD and for our Na-
tion. They do so many different things there—of course, they used
to store the chemical weapons. But the fact that they make white
phosphorus there, and they have a very diverse set of things that
they do already, and a lot of potential capabilities. And I think it
helps if folks from the DOD see it and realize what we could be
doing there. So, at some point I'd like to work with your office or
your team, and see if you all could come down.

Now, on arsenals, generally—not just on Pine Bluff—as I under-
stand it—and I'm not sure who this should go to. This maybe more
for you, Mr. Hale. On arsenals generally—and, of course, including
Pine Bluff, but not exclusively Pine Bluff—acquisition officials have
a responsibility for identifying requirements that can be manufac-
tured within existing Government-owned arsenals for conducting
make-or-buy analyses, and for having these requirements manufac-
tured within Government-owned facilities when the make-or-buy
analysis demonstrates that this is possible. And, as I understand
it, that’s based on a number of laws. And, I guess my question is
general: How’s the DOD doing on that? Because I look at the arse-
nal, and I know that DOD is very busy and is acquiring things, has
a lot of needs. And I feel like we have capacity there that we’re not
really tapping into. Now, I don’t know if that’s true at the other
arsenals, but what’s your sense of how we’re doing with that?
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Dr. RoBYN. I don’t. I'd like to take the question for the record.
I am part of Acquisition, Technology and Logistics. And I'm always
interested in how we go about procuring things. So, I don’t
know——

Senator PRYOR. All right.

Dr. ROBYN [continuing]. The answer.

Senator PRYOR. I think

Mr. HALE. I mean, I can add that we do “analyses of alter-
natives,” they’re called, for all major projects—whether they’re
weapons or arsenals. And they are typically done partly by our
functional managers, but also participation of analysts—for exam-
ple, our Cost Analysis and Program Evaluation Group, and some
in my shop. And they attempt to be analytic and lay out a range
of reasonable alternatives—prices and assessments of capability—
and provide our managers with information to make a decision.

I think it’s a good process—not always perfect, but a good one.
And I'm sure it’s done for the ones you’re talking about. I don’t
know the specifics, so I'll have to defer to Dorothy and take that
question for the record.

Senator PRYOR. Okay. Good. I'll look forward to hearing from
both of you on that, then.

[The information follows:]

Subsection “a” of the Army Arsenal Act (10 U.S.C. 4532(a)) states that “the Sec-
retary of the Army shall have supplies needed for the Department of the Army
made in factories or arsenals owned by the United States, so far as those factories
or arsenals can make those supplies on an economical basis.”

Army policy to execute this requirement is contained in Army regulation 700-90,
“Army Industrial Base Process”. As provided for in that regulation, Army program
executive officers (PEOs) are required to conduct Arsenal-Act make-buy price anal-
yses for items they manage. The U.S. Army Materiel Command (USAMC) partici-
pates in PEO price analyses and USAMC also prepares these analyses for USAMC-
executed items. Thus, both the managing PEO and USAMC participate in all price
analyses; if there is a disagreement over the results or disagreement that an Arse-
nal Act analysis should be conducted for an item not previously produced at an arse-
nal, the matter is referred to the Assistant Secretary of the Army (Acquisition, Lo-
gistics and Technology) (ASA(AL&T)) because that office has oversight of industrial
base policy.

While the Arsenal Act calls for making all needed supplies in the arsenals, it is
clear that the arsenals cannot literally make all of the widely varying types of sup-
plies the Army needs. The scope of supplies subjected to the Arsenal Act analysis
is limited to those to which they are capable. Differences of opinion between PEOs

and USAMC on what supplies are within arsenal capability may be similarly ele-
vated for review by the ASA(AL&T) for resolution.

Senator PRYOR. And the other thing is, I know that you all have
both, either in this setting or other settings, have talked about C—
130s and the Little Rock Air Force Base, and how they do the
training there, and how important the C-130s are. So, I appreciate
you all recognizing that because, again, we don’t make them there,
but we do the training there. And the C-130J models are coming
online, and during the last BRAC, the BRAC folks were actually
fairly generous to Little Rock Air Force Base, to try to help them
concentrate even more on that.

So, I really didn’t have any other questions, Mr. Chairman. I
may have a few for the record, but I want to thank our witnesses
for being here today.

Dr. ROBYN. Thank you.

Senator JOHNSON. Thank you, Senator Pryor.
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And thank you, Secretary Hale and Secretary Robyn, for your
testimony and your service to our country. You may be excused.
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Senator JOHNSON. I am pleased to welcome our second panel of
witnesses.

Secretary Jackalyne Pfannenstiel is Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Energy, Installation and Environment; Major General
Robert R. Ruark, Assistant Deputy Commandant for Installations
and Logistics; and Rear Admiral David M. Boone is Director of the
Shore Readiness Division.

This year’s MILCON budget for the Navy and the Marine Corps
is $2.5 billion—down $1.4 billion from the fiscal year 2011 request.
The Navy Reserve account is also down from the fiscal year 2011
request by $35 million—a 57-percent decrease.

As 1 said earlier, I understand that we all must make hard
choices in these difficult economic times. But I hope we are not
starving our Reserve forces at a time when they are being asked
to do so much for our national security.

Additionally, I'm concerned about the progress and pace of fund-
ing for the move of marines from Okinawa to Guam. It would seem
that our partners in this venture, the Japanese, may have some fis-
cal challenges ahead relating to the earthquake and tsunami recov-
ery. I hope to hear the Navy’s opinion on the status of the Guam
buildup.

Again, thank you all for coming. We look forward to your testi-
mony.

Madam Secretary, I understand that you will give the only open-
ing statement. Your full statement will be entered into the record,
so I encourage you to summarize in order to leave more time for
questions. Please proceed.

I\/II{S. PFANNENSTIEL. Thank you, Chairman dJohnson, Senator
Kirk.

I'm pleased to be here with you today to provide an overview of
the Department of the Navy’s investment ashore infrastructure. As
you noted, with me here today are Major General Ruark and Rear
Admiral Boone.

The Department’s fiscal year 2012 budget request includes a
$13.3 billion investment in our installations, to include MILCON,
facility sustainment restoration and modernization, BRAC, family
housing, environmental, and base-operating support.

(37)
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The MILCON request of $2.5 billion is, as you noted, signifi-
cantly less than our fiscal year 2011 request of $3.9 billion, pri-
marily due to the completion of the Marine Corps barracks initia-
tive and a more deliberate pace for the Guam buildup.

The MILCON request does provide further investment to relocate
marines from Okinawa to Guam. The Marine Corps relocation,
along with other DOD efforts to realign forces and capabilities to
Guam, represents a unique opportunity to strategically realign the
U.S. force posture in the Pacific for the next 50 years.

This is a major effort, and one that we must get right for both
our military families and the people of Guam. I'm pleased to share
with you that we recently achieved an important milestone in the
realignment—the finalization of the Programmatic Agreement.
After 3 years of consultations, we may now move forward with exe-
cuting MILCON associated with the realignment and with pre-
paring a record of decision for the training ranges.

Fostering a long-term positive relationship with the people of
Guam is essential to the success of the Marine Corps’ mission in
the Pacific. The finalization of the Programmatic Agreement is evi-
dence that the Government of Guam, the Guam Legislature, and
the DOD can work together on solutions to meet common goals.

This is an important year in the realignment program. The start
of construction is imminent, and additional contracts will be award-
ed over the next few weeks and months at a pace that is sustain-
able within Guam. Building on the fiscal year 2010 and fiscal year
2011 projects, the projects we're requesting for fiscal year 2012 will
enable future vertical construction, support the introduction of off-
island workers, and support future operations. Further, the Gov-
ernment of Japan’s fiscal year 2011 request includes financing for
critical utility projects which will support relocating marines in the
long run and the ramp-up of construction in the near term.

The Department is on track to implement BRAC 2005 realign-
ments and closures by the statutory deadline of September 15,
2011. Going forward, our fiscal year 2012 budget request of $26
million enables ongoing environmental restoration, care taking,
and property disposal efforts at BRAC 2005 installations.

The Department has made significant progress during this past
year, and to date has completed 328 of the 485 realignment enclo-
sure actions as specified in our established business plans. Addi-
tionally, the Department has increased its investment to support
President Obama’s Energy Challenge and Secretary Mabus’s ag-
gressive energy goals to increase energy security, reduce depend-
ence on fossil fuels, and promote good stewardship of the environ-
ment.

We have requested $1.2 billion for fiscal year 2012 and $4.4 bil-
lion across the Future Years Defense Program for shore and oper-
ational energy efficiencies.

Members of the subcommittee, your support of the Department’s
fiscal year 2012 budget request will ensure that we build and
maintain the facilities our sailors and marines need to succeed in
their military and humanitarian missions, even as the challenges
we face multiply.
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PREPARED STATEMENT

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. I look
forward to answering any questions you may have.
[The statement follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF JACKALYNE PFANNENSTIEL

Chairman dJohnson, Senator Kirk, and members of the subcommittee, I am
pleased to appear before you today to provide an overview of the Department of the
Navy’s (DON’s) investment in its shore infrastructure.

THE NAVY’S INVESTMENT IN FACILITIES

Our Nation’s Navy-Marine Corps team operates globally, having the ability to
project power, effect deterrence, and provide humanitarian aid whenever and wher-
ever needed to protect the interests of the United States. Our shore infrastructure
provides the backbone of support for our maritime forces, enabling their forward
presence. The Department’s fiscal year 2012 budget request includes a $13.3 billion
investment in our installations, a decrease of more than $1.6 billion from last year.

The fiscal year 2012 military construction (MILCON) (Active and Reserve) request
is $2.5 billion. Although significantly less than the fiscal year 2011 request, it rep-
resents continued investment in quality-of-life and mission requirements, a contin-
ued emphasis on energy conservation, and implementation of the Defense Policy Re-
view Initiative to relocate marines from Okinawa to Guam.

The fiscal year 2012 family housing request of $469 million represents a 15-per-
cent decrease from the fiscal year 2011 request. The Navy and Marine Corps contin-
ued to invest in housing, particularly the recapitalization of our overseas housing.
Having virtually privatized all family housing located in the United States, we are
investing in a “steady state” recapitalization effort to replace or renovate housing
at overseas and foreign locations where we continue to own housing.

Our base realignment and closure (BRAC) program consists of environmental
cleanup and caretaker, and property disposal costs at prior round BRAC and BRAC
2005 locations.

We do not foresee much potential for large revenue from land sales, which were
used to fund the Legacy BRAC program from fiscal year 2005 through fiscal year
2008. Thus, we again seek appropriated funds in fiscal year 2012 in the amount of
$129 million. Should land sale revenue accrue from the disposal of any BRAC prop-
erty sales, we will reinvest them to accelerate cleanup at the remaining BRAC loca-
tions.

The fiscal year 2012 BRAC 2005 budget request of $26 million supports ongoing
environmental restoration, caretaker, and property disposal efforts. The Department
has made significant progress in implementing the BRAC 2005 recommendations
during the past year, and to date has completed 328 of 485 realignment and closure
actions as specified in our established business plans and we are on track for full
compliance with statutory requirements by the September 15, 2011 deadline.

Our fiscal year 2012 request for base-operating support (BOS) is in excess of $7
billion. The BOS program finances shore activities that support ship, aviation, com-
bat operations, public safety, and family quality-of-life programs for both Active and
Reserve components.

Finally, the Department’s budget request is increased to $1.2 billion fiscal year
2012, and $4.4 billion across the Future Years Defense Plan, to support Secretary
Mabus’ aggressive energy goals to increase energy security, reduce dependency on
fossil fuels, and promote good stewardship of the environment. The fiscal year 2012
program funds three MILCON projects to decentralize steam plants, continues re-
search and development in operational energy efficiencies for the tactical fleet, and
will enable the services to increase the energy efficiency of its infrastructure.

Here are some of the highlights of these programs.

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

The DON’s fiscal year 2012 MILCON program requests appropriations of $2.5 bil-
lion, including $87 million for planning and design and $23 million for unspecified
minor construction.

The Active Navy program totals $1.1 billion and includes:

—$190 million to fund five Combatant Commander projects:

—a bachelor quarters;
—a taxiway enhancement;
—an aircraft logistics apron at Camp Lemonnier, Djibouti;
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—a bachelor quarters; and
—the fourth phase of the waterfront development in Bahrain.

—$195 million to fund four energy savings and security projects:

—a steam system decentralization at Naval Support Activity, Norfolk, Virginia;

—a steam system decentralization at Naval Support Activity, South Potomac
(Indian Head, Maryland);

—a steam system decentralization at Naval Station Great Lakes, Illinois; and

—an electrical distribution system replacement at Pacific Missile Range Facil-
ity, Hawaii.

—$128 million to fund a bachelor quarters at Naval Station Norfolk, Virginia in
support of the Chief of Naval Operations’ Homeport Ashore Initiative; and
—a fitness center at Naval Base Coronado, California.

—$208 million to fund five nuclear weapons security projects:

—the first increment of a second explosives-handling wharf;

—explosives handling;

—wharf security force facility; and

—waterfront restricted-area security enclave at Naval Base Kitsap, Wash-
ington; and

—waterfront restricted-area land/water interface and security enclave at Sub-
marine Base Kings Bay.

—$114 million to fund five projects to achieve initial/final operational capability
requirements for new systems:

—a P—8A trainer facility;

—a P-8A hangar upgrade, and a broad area maritime surveillance operator
training facility at Naval Air Station Jacksonville, Florida;

—a MH-60 R/S rotary maintenance hangar at Naval Base Coronado, California;
and

—an E-2D aircrew training facility at Naval Base Ventura County, California.

—$15 million to fund Massey Avenue corridor improvements at Naval Station
Mayport, Florida in support of homeporting a nuclear capable aircraft carrier
by 2019.

—$198 million to fund additional critical Navy priorities:

—a controlled industrial facility at Norfolk Navy Shipyard, Virginia;

—an applied instruction facility at Eglin Air Force Base;

—an aircraft prototype facility at Naval Air Station Patuxent River;

—an integrated dry dock water treatment facility at Naval Base Kitsap, Wash-
ington;

—a Navy information operations command FES facility at Naval Station Pearl
Harbor, Hawaii; and

—a potable water plant modernization at Naval Support Facility Diego Garcia.

—$42 million for planning and design efforts.

The Active Marine Corps program totals $1.4 billion and includes:

—$59 million for the construction of unaccompanied housing at Camp Lejeune
and Quantico in a continuation of the Commandant of the Marine Corps’ initia-
tive to improve the quality of life for single marines;

—$48 million to provide quality-of-life facilities such as a child development cen-
ter, a dining facility, and a physical fitness center at 29 Palms and Quantico;

—$28 million to construct student billeting for the Basic School in Quantico, Vir-

inia;

—%301 million to build infrastructure to support new construction. These projects
include road improvements and drinking and wastewater systems. These
projects will have a direct effect on the quality of life of our marines. Without
these projects, basic services generally taken for granted in our day-to-day lives,
will fail as our marines work and live on our bases;

—$514 million to fund operational and maintenance projects such as those needed
for the MV—22 aircraft at Camp Pendleton and Joint Strike Fighter at Beaufort
and Yuma; and operational units in Camp Lejeune, New River, Cherry Point,
29 Palms, Barstow, and Hawaii,

—$127 million to provide training facilities and ranges at Camp Pendleton, Camp
Lejeune, 29 Palms, and Quantico;

—3$75 million to support professional military education by providing facilities at
Marine Corps University in Quantico;

—$9 million for land expansion for Marine Air Ground Task Force large-scale
training exercises at 29 Palms;

—$156 million for facilities necessary to support the relocation of marines to
Guam; and

—$42 million for planning and design efforts.
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With these new facilities, marines will be ready to deploy and their quality of life
will be enhanced. Without them, quality of work, quality of life, and readiness for
many marines will have the potential to be seriously degraded.

The Navy and Marine Corps Reserve MILCON appropriation request is $26 mil-
lion to construct an Armed Forces Reserve Center at Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, and
a Marine Corps Reserve Training Center at Memphis, Tennessee. Additionally, $18
million has been realigned to the Department of the Army to construct a joint Navy,
Marine Corps, and Army Reserve complex at Indianapolis, Indiana.

Fully Funded and Incrementally Funded Military Construction Projects

Our fiscal year 2012 budget request complies with Office of Management and
Budget Policy and the Department of Defense (DOD) Financial Management Regu-
lation that establishes criteria for the use of incremental funding. The fiscal year
2012 request includes $78 million to support the first increment of a second explo-
sives-handling wharf at Naval Base Kitsap, Washington. Follow-on increments will
be submitted in future budget requests. Otherwise, all new projects are fully funded
or are complete and usable phases.

FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

Facilities Sustainment, Restoration and Modernization

DOD uses a sustainment model to calculate lifecycle facility maintenance and re-
pair costs. These models use industry-wide standard costs for various types of build-
ings and geographic areas and are updated annually. Sustainment funds in the op-
eration and maintenance accounts are used to maintain facilities in their current
condition. The funds also pay for preventative maintenance, emergency responses
for minor repairs, and major repairs or replacement of facility components (e.g.,
roofs, heating, and cooling systems). The fiscal year 2012 budget request funds
sustainment at 80 percent and 90 percent for the Navy and Marine Corps, respec-
tively. To maximize support for warfighting readiness and capabilities, the Navy re-
duced its facilities sustainment posture to 81 percent of the DOD facilities
sustainment model; joint bases are funded to 90 percent of this model. The Naval
Academy, Naval War College, and Naval Postgraduate School are funded to 100 per-
cent of this model. Additionally, the Navy has targeted the allocation of sustainment
funds to increase the sustainment and maintenance of unaccompanied housing. As
a result, the Navy has minimized operational impacts and ensured the safety of our
sailors and civilians by prioritizing maintenance and repair efforts for facilities that
directly affect mission operations such as piers, hangars, and communications facili-
ties as well as unaccompanied housing and family support centers.

Restoration and modernization (R&M) provides major upgrades of our facilities
using MILCON, operation and maintenance, Navy Working Capital Fund, and
BRAC, as applicable. In fiscal year 2012, the DON is investing nearly $1.5 billion
in R&M funding.

Naval Safety

Protecting DON’s sailors, marines, and civilian employees and preserving the
weapon systems and equipment entrusted to us by the American people remains one
of our highest priorities. I consider continual improvement of our safety performance
to be an integral component to maintaining the highest state of operational readi-
ness for our Navy-Marine Corps team. During fiscal year 2010, the DON once again
achieved record-setting mishap rate reductions in numerous key mishap categories.
The Department is successfully tracking toward becoming a world-class safety orga-
nization, where, in step with civilian industry leaders, no avoidable mishap or injury
is considered the cost of doing our business.

The Secretary of Defense established a goal to achieve a 75-percent reduction in
baseline fiscal year 2002 mishap rates across DOD by the end of fiscal year 2012.
By the end of fiscal year 2010, the DON exceeded the DOD-wide mishap rate reduc-
tion in three of the four mishap categories being tracked by the Office of the Sec-
retary of Defense.

During fiscal year 2010, we continued our Department-wide assault to reduce the
loss of sailors and marines to fatal accidents on our Nation’s highways. Over the
past 5 years, we lost on average 53 sailors and marines to automobile and motor-
cycle accidents. In fiscal year 2010, we brought those losses down to just 34, our
lowest number ever recorded. While we achieved unprecedented reductions in high-
way fatalities during fiscal year 2010, we still find these losses untenable—we can
and must do better.
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In fiscal year 2010 DON achieved our best year ever recorded for total class A
operational mishaps.! While this represents a significant achievement, fiscal year
2010 was the fourth consecutive fiscal year we achieved, “best year ever recorded”
in this category. Additionally, fiscal year 2010 marked DON’s best year ever re-
corded for the number of off-duty/recreational fatalities? and for the rate of class
A aviation flight mishaps.

Our efforts also focus on achieving continual improvement in the reduction of
workplace injuries. By the end of fiscal year 2010, the Department had achieved
Voluntary Protection Program “Star” status, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration’s highest level of achievement, at 14 sites. These activities include
all four naval shipyards, our largest industrial facilities. Additionally, over the past
8 years, we have reduced the Navy and Marine Corps civilian lost day rates (due
to injury) by 45 percent and 51 percent respectively.

Encroachment Partnering

DON has an aggressive program to manage and control encroachment, with a par-
ticular focus on preventing incompatible land use and protecting important natural
habitats around installations and ranges. A key element of the program is encroach-
ment partnering, which involves cost-sharing partnerships with States, local govern-
ments, and conservation organizations to acquire interests in real property adjacent
and proximate to our installations and ranges. Encroachment partnering agree-
ments help prevent development that would adversely impact existing or future mis-
sions. These agreements also preserve important habitat near our installations in
order to relieve training or testing restrictions on our bases. The program has prov-
en to be successful in leveraging DOD and DON resources to prevent encroachment.

DOD provides funds through the Readiness and Environmental Protection Initia-
tive (REPI) that are used in conjunction with Navy and Marine Corps operations
and maintenance funds to leverage acquisitions in partnership with States, local
governments, and nongovernmental organizations. For fiscal year 2010, the Marine
Corps acquired restrictive easements over 8,191 acres. REPI and Marine Corps
funds totaled and $8.7 million while the encroachment partners provided $11 mil-
lion. The Navy acquired 1,908 acres of restrictive easements with combined REPI
and Navy funds of $9.36 million and $6.4 million provided by partners.

To date, the marines have acquired restrictive easements for 32,408 acres of land
with $49 million of REPI and Marine Corps funding. Encroachment partners have
contributed $54 million. The Navy has acquired 9,851 acres of restrictive easements
to date with $28.4 million of REPI and Navy funding, and $35.5 million contribution
from encroachment partners.

Compatible Development

Vital to the readiness of our fleet is unencumbered access to critical water and
air space adjacent to our facilities and ranges. An example is the outer continental
shelf (OCS) where the vast majority of our training evolutions occur. The Depart-
ment realizes that energy exploration and off-shore wind development play a crucial
role in our Nation’s security and are not necessarily mutually exclusive endeavors.
Therefore, we are engaging with the other services, the Office of the Secretary of
Defense, and the Department of the Interior to advance the administration’s energy
strategy. We are poised to coordinate with commercial entities, where feasible, in
their exploration and development adjacent to installations and our operating areas
along the OCS that are compatible with military operations. However, we must en-
sure that obstructions to freedom of maneuver or restrictions to tactical action in
critical range space do not measurably degrade the ability of Naval forces to achieve
the highest value from training and testing.

ENERGY

DON is committed to implementing a balanced energy program that exceeds the
goals established by the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, Energy Pol-
icy Act of 2005, National Defense Authorization Act of 2007 and 2010, Executive Or-
ders 13423 and 13514. We place a strong emphasis on reducing our dependence on
fossil fuels, reducing overall energy consumption, increasing energy reliability, and

1A fiscal year 2010 class A mishap is one where the total cost of damages to Government
and other property is $2 million or more, or a DOD aircraft is destroyed, or an injury and/or
occupational illness results in a fatality or permanent total disability. An operational mishap
excludes private motor vehicle and off-duty recreational mishaps. Mishaps exclude losses from
direct enemy action.

2 Off-duty/recreational fatalities do not include off-duty deaths resulting from automobile, mo-
torcycle, or pedestrian/bicycle mishaps.
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environmental stewardship. The Department is a recognized leader and innovator
in the energy industry by the Federal Government and private sector as well. Over
the past decade, DON has received almost one-quarter of all of the Presidential
awards and nearly one-third of all of the Federal energy awards. Additionally, DON
has received the Alliance to Save Energy “Star of Energy Efficiency” Award and two
Platts “Global Energy Awards” for Leadership and Green Initiatives.

Organization

The Secretary established a Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Energy
(DASN-Energy) to consolidate the Department’s operational and installation energy
missions in the Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Energy, Installa-
tions and Environment ASN. The consolidation of both operational and installation
energy portfolios under the DASN-Energy has led to a more concentrated focus on
the Secretary of the Navy’s priority of Energy Security and Energy Independence.
At the service level, energy efficiency is being institutionalized by the Chief of Naval
Operations (CNO) and the Commandant of the Marine Corps (CMC). The Navy En-
ergy Coordination Office and Marine Corps Expeditionary Energy Office drive en-
ergy efforts and initiatives within the services.

From the Secretary down to the deck plate sailor and the marine in the field, the
Department is committed to meeting our aggressive energy goals. We all view en-
ergy as an invaluable resource that provides us with a strategic and operational ad-
vantage.

Naval Energy Vision, Priorities, and Goals

As part of the Secretary of the Navy’s priority on energy, DON is committed to
a Naval energy vision that states “The Navy and Marine Corps will lead the DOD
and the Nation in bringing about improved energy security, energy independence,
and a new energy economy.”

With this vision, the Secretary of the Navy has set two priorities for Naval energy
reform: energy security and energy independence. Energy security will be achieved
by utilizing sustainable sources that meet tactical, expeditionary, and shore oper-
ational requirements and force sustainment functions, and having the ability to pro-
tect and deliver sufficient energy to meet operational needs. Energy independence
will be achieved when Naval forces rely only on resources that are not subject to
intentional or accidental supply distributions. As a priority, DON’s energy independ-
ence will increases operational effectiveness by making Naval forces more energy
self-sufficient and less dependent on vulnerable energy production and supply lines.

With his vision and priorities, the Secretary of the Navy set forth five energy
goals to reduce DON’s overall consumption of energy, decrease its reliance on petro-
leum, and significantly increase its use of alternative energy. Meeting these goals
requires that the Navy and Marine Corps value energy as a critical resource across
maritime, aviation, expeditionary, and shore missions. DON will lead the Navy and
Marine Corps efforts to improve operational effectiveness while increasing energy
security and advancing energy independence. DON will achieve the Secretary of the
Navy’s goals by adopting energy efficient acquisition practices, technologies, and op-
erations.

The five goals are:

—By 2020, 50 percent of total DON energy will come from alternative energy re-

sources;

—By 2020, DON will produce at least 50 percent of shore-based energy require-

ments from alternative resources;

—DON will demonstrate a Green Strike Group in local operations by 2012 and

sail the Great Green Fleet by 2016;

—Byd2015, DON will reduce petroleum use in commercial vehicles by 50 percent;

an

—Evaluation of energy factors will be used when awarding contracts for systems

and buildings.

As part of these ambitious energy goals, the Secretary of the Navy released The
Department of the Navy’s Energy Program for Security and Independence. This
strategic roadmap provides guidance and direction to the Navy and Marine Corps.
In addition, the CNO and CMC are developing strategic plans, baselines, and
metrics to outline energy requirements, funding, profiles, and milestones for achiev-
ing energy efficiency and security. The strategy requires action across the DON and
is the responsibility of every individual member.

Energy Funding

DON has budgeted $1.2 billion in fiscal year 2012 and approximately $4.4 billion
across the Future Years’ Defense Plan for energy initiatives. Our strategy focused
on reducing our dependence on petroleum, lowering our energy cost, and complying
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with Federal legislation and energy mandates. This focus on energy investment will
result in cost-savings that will allow DON to continue to aggressively pursue the
Secretary of the Navy’s priorities and goals.

Operation and Maintenance, Navy.—Projects funded would include testing/certifi-
cation of Great Green Fleet fuel, propeller coatings, hull coatings, advanced meter-
ing infrastructure, simulator upgrades, aviation and maritime i-ENCON and facility
energy audits, and facility energy efficiency upgrades.

Operation and Maintenance, Marine Corps.—Projects funded would include com-
pletion of mandated energy audits, mobile electric power equipment units, advanced
power systems, renovate HVAC system to increase efficiency, and complete SMART
metering projects.

National Defense Sealift Fund /Other Procurement, Navy.—Projects funded would
include large medium-speed roll-on/roll-off light upgrades, shore power manage-
ment/monitoring systems, and ship engine automation upgrades.

Military Construction, Navy.—Funds would go toward solar array construction
projects, energy efficiency upgrades, critical asset energy security enhancements, ad-
vanced metering, ground-source heat pumps, small-scale wind projects, and steam
line distribution upgrades.

Research, Development, Test and Evaluation.—Projects funded would include test-
ing of hybrid electric drive, Fleet Readiness R&D Program, the shipboard energy
dashboard, landing craft air cushion efficiency initiatives, water purification tech-
nologies, man-portable electric power units, and energy storage and distribution.

Achieving these priorities and goals will present challenges for the Navy and the
Marine Corps. Final success will depend on advancements on technology maturity,
resource availability, alternative fuel availability, and business process trans-
formation. However, with the investments budgeted for energy, DON is taking the
leadership role within DOD for this success.

Success

We are on track to meet all our goals, and throughout 2010, we demonstrated
progress through an assortment of energy programs, partnerships, and initiatives.
Our F/A18, dubbed “The Green Hornet” reached Mach 1.7 as part of the test and
certification process using a 50-50 blend of Camelina-based JP-5. We also success-
fully conducted tests on the MH-60 Seahawk helicopter, and ran a Riverine com-
mand boat on renewable biofuel. These tests represent milestones for the Secretary
of the Navy’s goal of sailing the Great Green Fleet in 2016. The USS Makin Island,
using a hybrid-electric drive to dramatically lower its fuel usage at slow speeds, will
generate lifecycle savings of millions of dollars at today’s fuel prices. And we are
not stopping there. We will continue to move forward with installation of a similar
system on new construction DDGs and look at the feasibility of retrofitting the fleet
with these systems in the course of routine shipyard availabilities.

Additional energy initiatives that will reduce the energy consumption of our ships
and make them more efficient are propeller and hull coatings. Stern flaps will also
assist in reducing energy consumption. And when we look to our future Navy, ad-
vanced materials used on our propellers, energy storage and power management
systems, and advanced propulsion technology will make our warships more efficient
while still allowing them to meet their combat capability.

And the Navy is not alone in implementing change. Last year, the Marine Corps
tested equipment that could be deployed on battlefields at their experimental for-
ward operating bases (ExFOB) at Quantico and Twenty-Nine Palms. Technologies
tested at the ExFOB are now deployed with marines in Afghanistan. Solar power
generators and hybrid power systems are reducing the amount of fossil fuel needed
to operate in a combat zone. By deploying these technologies, the Marine Corps has
proven that energy efficiency means combat effectiveness.

In addition to these tactical and platform applications, we have implemented a
number of energy projects at our facilities ashore. We are actively exploring for new
geothermal resources to augment our existing 270 MW geothermal power plant at
China Lake. Solar multiple award contracts in Hawaii and the Southwest will allow
for large-scale solar projects to be built on our installations. And we are looking at
developing our wind resources, exploring Waste-to-Energy projects and developing
ocean power technology.

We are also aggressively conducting facility energy audits while completing instal-
lation of “smart” electric metering to implement a wide range of facility energy effi-
ciency measures. By the end of this year, more than 27,000 meters will be installed
in our existing facilities and provide the means to better measure the amount of en-
ergy we are consuming. This will allow for our energy managers to provide “real-
time” feedback to our leaders on our installations. At the same time, we continue
to ensure that new construction is at a minimum LEED Silver. By exceeding build-
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ing efficiency standards, we will be able to meet mandated efficiency goals and drive
down our need for conventional energy sources.

The Secretary of the Navy is committing DON to transform its requirements-set-
ting, acquisition, and contracting processes to incorporate energy efficiency into deci-
sions for new systems and buildings. Our Preferred Supplier Program (PSP) was de-
veloped as a tool to reward contractors with favorable contract conditions that have
demonstrated superior performance in the area of cost, schedule adherence, quality
of product/services and business relations. Evaluation factors for energy efficiency
performance include energy benchmarking, goal setting, and measurement and
verification. PSP has been renamed Superior Supplier Program and transferred over
to the Office of the Director, Defense Research and Engineering in early 2011. And
in October of last year, the Secretary of the Navy Green Biz Opps site was launched
in partnership with the Small Business Administration (SBA) as a way to partner
with small businesses and highlight the opportunities within DON.

Communication and awareness are critical to achieving the Secretary of the Navy
energy goals. DON is exploring how to implement and maintain culture change ini-
tiatives, beginning with education and training, to ensure that energy management
is understood by all personnel to be a priority in tactical, expeditionary, and shore
missions. Energy awareness campaigns will be used to encourage personal actions
that show commitment to energy program goals.

DON will continue to cultivate strategic partnerships with existing and new orga-
nizations to leverage our energy goals. By partnering with Federal agencies, such
as the Department of Energy, the Department of Agriculture, the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration (NASA), and SBA, we are raising the awareness
at all governmental levels of the strategic importance of energy within DON. In ad-
dition, we are working with academic institutions and private industry to bring in-
novative ideas and approaches to the forefront.

Our budget request asks for continued support of these and similar projects in
order to enhance our efficiency and maximize our move to greater independence and
more resilient infrastructure.

HOUSING

The following tenets continue to guide the Department’s approach to housing for
sailors, marines, and their families:

—All servicemembers, married or single, are entitled to quality housing; and

—’II‘Pe housing that we provide to our personnel must be fully sustained over its

ife.

A detailed discussion of the Department’s family and unaccompanied housing pro-
grams, and identification of those challenges, follows:

Family Housing

As in past years, our family housing strategy consists of a prioritized triad:

Reliance on the Private Sector.—In accordance with longstanding DOD and
DON policy, we rely first on the local community to provide housing for our sail-
ors, marines, and their families. Approximately three out of four Navy and Ma-
rine Corps families receive a basic allowance for housing (BAH) and own or rent
homes in the community. We determine the ability of the private sector to meet
our needs through the conduct of housing market analyses that evaluate supply
and demand conditions in the areas surrounding our military installations.

Public/Private Ventures.—With the strong support from this subcommittee
and others, we have successfully used public/private venture (PPV) authorities
enacted in 1996 to partner with the private sector to help meet our housing
needs through the use of private-sector capital. These authorities allow us to
leverage our own resources and provide better housing faster to our families.
Maintaining the purchasing power of BAH is critical to the success of both
privatized and private-sector housing.

Military Construction.—MILCON will continue to be used where PPV au-
thorities don’t apply (such as overseas), or where a business case analysis shows
that a PPV project is not feasible.

Our fiscal year 2012 budget includes $101 million in funding for family housing
improvements (including planning and design). This request provides for the revital-
ization of more than 400 Navy and Marine Corps housing units in Japan, Spain,
and Cuba. The budget request also includes $368 million for the operation, mainte-
nance, and leasing of remaining Government-owned or controlled inventory. As of
the end of fiscal year 2010, we have awarded 38 privatization projects involving
more than 63,000 homes. These include more than 43,000 homes that will be con-
structed or renovated. (The remaining homes were privatized in good condition and
did not require any work.) Through the use of these authorities we have secured
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approximately $9 billion in private-sector investment from approximately $1.6 bil-
lion of our funds, which represents a ratio of more than $7 in private-sector dollars
for each taxpayer $1.

Unaccompanied Housing

Our budget request includes more than $267 million in funding for the construc-
tion of unaccompanied housing to support more than 2,300 single sailors and ma-
rines. This includes $59 million to support requirements to continue implementation
of the Commandant of the Marine Corps program to construct sufficient housing so
that no more than two single marines are required to share a sleeping room. The
budget request also includes an $81 million unaccompanied housing project in Nor-
folk, Virginia to support the Chief of Naval Operations commitment to achieve the
Navy’s “Homeport Ashore” objective by 2016.

The following are areas of emphasis within the Department regarding housing for
single sailors and marines:

Provide Homes Ashore for Our Shipboard Sailors.—The Homeport Ashore Ini-
tiative seeks to provide a barracks room ashore whenever a single sea-duty sail-
or is in his or her homeport, so they need not live on the ship. The Navy has
made considerable progress toward achieving this goal through MILCON, pri-
vatization, and intensified use of existing barracks capacity. The Chief of Naval
Operations is committed to providing housing ashore for all junior sea-duty sail-
ors by 2016.

Commandant’s Bachelor Enlisted Quarters Initiative.—It is the Commandant
of the Marine Corps’ priority to ensure single marines are adequately housed.
Thanks to your previous support of this initiative, the Marine Corps will make
significant progress toward fulfilling this priority. MILCON funding since fiscal
year 2008 for the Marine Corps barracks initiative will result in the construc-
tion of approximately 25,500 new permanent party spaces at multiple Marine
Corps installations. Your continued support of this initiative in our fiscal year
2012 proposal will allow us to construct an additional 800 new permanent party
barracks spaces. With this funding we will stay on track to meet our 2014 goal.
The fiscal year 2012 request for bachelor housing will provide two barracks
projects at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina; and Quantico, Virginia. We are also
committed to funding the replacement of barracks’ furnishings on a 7-year cycle
as well as the repair and maintenance of existing barracks to improve the qual-
ity of life of our marines. These barracks will be built to the 2+0 room configu-
ration, as have all Marine Corps barracks since 1998. This is consistent with
the core Marine Corps tenets for unit cohesion and teambuilding.

Condition of Unaccompanied Housing.—The Department continues to address
the challenge of improving the condition of existing Navy and Marine Corps un-
accompanied housing. The Navy has increased its level of restoration and mod-
ernization funding targeted to unaccompanied housing across the Future Years’
Defense Plan to ensure that 90 percent of the Navy’s unaccompanied housing
inventory is adequate by fiscal year 2022. With the construction of a large
amount of new housing under the aforementioned Commandant’s Bachelor En-
listed Quarters Initiative, almost 90 percent of the Marine Corps’ unaccom-
panied housing is now considered adequate.

ENVIRONMENT

In fiscal year 2012, the DON is investing more than $1 billion in its environ-
mental programs across all appropriations. This level of investment has remained
relatively consistent over the past few years:

—Fiscal year 2010—$1,117 million;

—Fiscal year 2011—$1,094 million; and

—Fiscal year 2012—$1,221 million.

Additionally, the relative distribution of environmental funding across the envi-
ronmental programs, as displayed within the following chart, has also remained sta-
ble.
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Within this mature, stable environment, DON continues to seek to be a Federal
leader in environmental management by focusing our resources on achieving specific
goals and proactively managing emerging environmental issues. Many of these
emerging environmental issues for fiscal year 2012 present unique challenges as
well as provide environmental leadership opportunities for DON.

Compliance—Sustainability

The Department’s environmental budget invests significantly in complying with
existing regulations. Going beyond just simply maintaining compliance, the Depart-
ment’s compliance budget in fiscal year 2012 incorporates a vision of sustainability
into our ability to operate into the future without decline—either in the mission or
in the natural and manufactured systems that support our mission. Sustainability
is seen by DON as a means of improving mission accomplishment and reducing
lifecycle costs that apply to all DOD mission and program areas. DON has instituted
many policies and practices implementing sustainability tenets including retro-
fitting/constructing buildings and expeditionary base camps to optimize energy and
water use, adopting goals for renewable energy use on facilities, and conducting in-
tegrated solid waste management.

The Department recognizes that many key issues facing DOD can be addressed
through smart investments that improve sustainability, such as energy efficiency,
energy management, renewable energy, water use efficiency, the reduced use of
toxic and hazardous chemicals, and solid waste management.

As an example of solid waste management, Naval Facilities Engineering Com-
mand Southwest recently completed a large demolition and environmental remedi-
ation project at Naval Security Group Activity Skaggs Island (Skaggs Island).
Skaggs Island is located 40 miles northeast of San Francisco near the north shore
of San Pablo Bay in Sonoma County. It is bounded on all sides by estuarine sloughs
and surrounded by salt marsh wetlands beyond the island’s levees. Naval Security
Group Activity Skaggs Island was commissioned at this site on May 1, 1942, during
World War II and was an active communications base for 51 years. The project was
able to recycle 6,437 tons of material from demolition of approximately 140 build-
ings in preparation for the property to be transferred to the Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice to become a part of the San Pablo Bay National Wildlife Refuge. Concrete and
asphalt were processed for use in a local highway project. All metals were diverted
to salvage yards, and the wood was processed with other materials and used as
cover material in a landfill.
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National Ocean Council

The National Ocean Council (NOC) is a Cabinet-level body established by Execu-
tive order in June 2010. There are 27 Federal agencies tasked to engage in devel-
oping a comprehensive national ocean policy which uses ecosystem-based manage-
ment and coastal and marine spatial planning as foundational building blocks. The
Executive order mandates spatial planning for maximized compatible use. The DON
equity in this Executive order is extensive: for the first time, comprehensive spatial
planning is being conducted in our exclusive economic zones including the Western
Pacific, Alaska and the Arctic, the Gulf of Mexico, and the Caribbean. The DON
ability to train and test in our current operating areas must be protected. DON is
supporting the NOC in a variety of activities, including collecting and developing
information about military activities in the coastal and marine zone, writing stra-
tegic plans, providing staff and administrative support, and participating in plans
to produce regional coastal and marine spatial plans.

The Department participates in numerous interagency ocean-policy working
groups formed under the NOC. These include but are not limited to the U.S. Ex-
tended Continental Shelf Task Force, the Arctic Policy Group, the Ocean Science
Technology ad hoc biodiversity Interagency Working Group (IWG), Ocean Social
Science IWG, Ocean Education IWG, Ocean Acidification IWG, the Facilities and In-
frastructure IWG, the Ocean and Coastal Mapping IWG, the Interagency Ocean Ob-
serving Committee, and the Climate Change Adaptation Task Force. DON and the
Joint Chiefs Staff are leading a new IWG tasked with writing the “Ocean, Coastal,
and Great Lakes Observations and Infrastructure” Strategic Action Plan (SAP), and
are co-chairs for the “Changing Conditions in the Arctic” and “Coastal and Marine
Spatial Planning” SAPs. In addition, the Navy provides a full-time NOC staff mem-
ber who serves as the primary liaison to the National Security Staff, and provides
administrative oversight for the Federal Advisory Ocean Research and Resources
Advisory Panel.

Chesapeake Bay

After issuing the Chesapeake Bay Strategy in May 2010, the Department has and
continues to demonstrate environmental leadership working with the other Federal
agencies to achieve Chesapeake Bay restoration goals. DON represents DOD as the
executive agent for the Chesapeake Bay program. As such, DON has participated
with the Federal Leadership Council to ensure that the Strategy sets forth aggres-
sive, measurable, and attainable goals to restore the health of the Chesapeake Bay,
a national treasure. DON is working with the States as they develop their water-
shed implementation plans. Our goal is to identify our nutrient and sediment
sources, prioritize areas for nutrient and sediment reduction projects, and imple-
ment these projects to meet or exceed our reduction targets. DON recently spon-
sored a meeting with the Maryland Governor and Environmental Protection Agency
Administrator to partner on means to meet the DOD, DON, and State goals to re-
store the health of the Chesapeake Bay. We are planning a similar event with Vir-
ginia later this year. Through these and other conservation efforts, DON is truly
leading by example.

Natural Resources Conservation

DON Natural Resources Program managers continue to provide installation Com-
manders with special subject matter expertise, products and services necessary to
ensure they can test, train, and execute construction projects with as little environ-
mental constraint as possible, while also protecting the natural resources under our
stewardship. The basis of our conservation program centers on the preparation and
implementation of integrated natural resources management plans (INRMPs). These
plans, currently in place at 89 DON installations with significant natural resources,
integrate all facets of natural resources management with the installation’s oper-
ational and training requirements. DON works closely with our Federal and State
partners as well as other stakeholders to ensure our INRMPs remain current and
effective. One of our primary objectives is to implement conservation measures to
protect threatened and endangered species and their habitat which can help to re-
duce protected species related regulatory constraints. The Department has been
very successful in protecting and conserving natural resources on our installations
and near-shore areas while ensuring our installation Commanders have the land,
sea, and airspace necessary to test and train in a realistic manner.

DON has also developed and implemented a Web-based tool for measuring the ef-
fectiveness of Navy and Marine Corps Natural Resources Programs and overall eco-
system health as it relates to mission sustainability. The tool provides leadership
with the information necessary to focus scarce funds in the right place to protect
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and conserve valuable natural areas and habitats while also protecting mission in-
tegrity.

Cultural Resources Program

Cultural resources under the DON’s stewardship include infrastructure, ships,
and objects of our Navy and Marine Corps heritage; vestiges of our colonial past;
and Native American/Alaskan Natives/Native Hawaiian/Native Pacific Islander re-
sources. We take great pride in our heritage, and the many cultural resources on
our installations serve as reminders of the long and distinguished course we have
charted and of those who lived on the lands before they were incorporated into our
bases. The clear objective of the Department’s cultural resources program is to bal-
ance our current and future mission needs with our stewardship responsibility to
the American taxpayer and our desires to preserve our cultural heritage for future
generations. The primary mechanism to achieve these goals is an integrated cul-
tural resources management plan, which remains the key mechanism for gathering
information about an installation’s history and resource inventory, assessing poten-
tial use/reuse candidates with our built environment and ensuring that our installa-
tion planners and cultural resources managers are working closely together to pro-
tect cultural resources while supporting the DON mission.

Our installations have many success stories in which proactive management of
cultural resources supported and reinforced the mission. We take very seriously our
statutory obligations regarding historic properties. We work with the other services,
and other agencies such as the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and State
historic preservation officers, tribal governments, Native Hawaiian Organizations,
Native Alaskans, and interested members of the public, to develop effective and effi-
cient ways to balance our stewardship and fiscal responsibilities. We are also 